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ABSTRACT

Past research on workplace rivalry has framed the construct as a motivating force that is
desirable for individuals and organizations. Using social comparison theory as a framework, the
potential harmful correlates of rivalry were examined. Specifically, the relationships between the
status of having a rival, as well as one’s perception of their relative standing to (i.e. being better
or worse than) their rival, and the outcomes of turnover intention, perceived competence, and
imposter syndrome were analyzed. Further, to examine how STEM fields may be particularly
impacted by these relationships, both job and STEM turnover were measured, and the
moderating effect of different dyadic gender compositions of the rivalry (i.e. women with a man
rival, men with a woman rival) was tested. The initial sample consisted of 893 participants (380
whom had rivals) and a three-wave study was conducted. Results revealed that having a rival
was positively related to job turnover intent and imposter syndrome, and that lesser relative
standing was related to greater imposter syndrome and lesser perceived competence. However,
neither the gender of the focal actor, the rival, nor the dyadic gender composition of the rivalry
were shown to moderate outcomes. Results provide a broader view of rivalry and provide
evidence that rivalry can operate as stressor that can harm individuals. Implications for
organizations and the health of employees are discussed.

vii

CHAPTER ONE:
INTRODUCTION

“Economic projections point to a need for approximately 1 million more STEM
professionals than the U.S. will produce at the current rate over the next decade if the
country is to retain its historical preeminence in science and technology.”
— President’s Council of Advisors on Science and Technology (Olson & Riordan, 2012)
In 2018, an estimated 2.4 million science, technology, engineering, and mathematics
(STEM) jobs went unfilled in the United States (U.S.) (Carnevale et al., 2013), and the impact of
these job openings has been felt by individuals, organizations, and the government alike. For
individuals, STEM jobs pay more across all education levels and can amount to lifetime earnings
differentials in the range of a half million dollars (Carnevale et al., 2013; Smithsonian Science
Education Center, 2016); this is especially notable in a country wherein nearly 40 million people
are living below the poverty line (Fontenot et al., 2018) and could greatly benefit from this kind
of income increase. For organizations, these unfilled jobs amount to lost productivity, which can
cost a STEM sector as much as 20 billion dollars annually (Chamberlain, 2017) and negatively
impact business metrics such as stock price and profit. Lastly, for the government, these unfilled
job openings led to an estimated two hundred billion dollars in lost tax revenue (Smith, 2017),
which could be used to improve a multitude of public sector outcomes such as education quality
or national defense. Given the far reaching and multi-level impact of these job openings, it is
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imperative that research examine why these lucrative and prestigious STEM jobs are remaining
unfilled.
One reason for unfilled STEM jobs that has been frequently cited is the so-called ‘leaky
pipeline’ of women in STEM. ‘Leaky pipeline’ is a term used to explain the trend whereby
women enter into STEM majors at similar rates to that of men but complete these degrees at a
rate significantly lower than that of men (Clark Blickenstaff, 2005). Given that women make up
~51% of the U.S. population (Fontenot et al., 2018), greater representation of women in these
fields would increase the number of qualified applicants for STEM jobs and, in turn, lessen the
number of unfilled jobs in STEM. Fortunately, recent research provides support that
representation of women in STEM academic settings is improving and that the pipeline may, in
fact, be sealing. For example, women and men with STEM Bachelor’s degrees now complete
STEM doctoral degrees at rates that are not significantly different (Miller & Wai, 2015), and,
despite remaining underrepresented in some hard sciences such as engineering, women now
represent approximately 50% of all STEM majors (Ceci et al., 2014).
However, despite improved representation of women in higher STEM education, the
pipeline does not appear to have sealed in the STEM workforce given that women remain underrepresented relative to men (Funk & Parker, 2018). Additionally, research shows that women
who do enter the STEM workforce leave these careers at a greater rate than that of men (Hunt,
2016; Preston, 2004), which makes improving career continuance of women in STEM jobs a
potential avenue to reducing the number of unfilled jobs. In line with this, research has sought to
understand turnover behavior for women STEM workers, and has found that variables such as
child rearing (Williams & Ceci, 2012), work-family conflict (Singh et al., 2018), self-efficacy
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(Singh et al., 2013), pay and/or promotion dissatisfaction (Hunt, 2016; Singh et al., 2013), and
organizational support (Singh et al., 2018) all relate to women leaving STEM careers.
While the above findings have utility in understanding why women are leaving these
jobs, almost all of the research to date has exclusively focused on individual and organizational
level variables such as these. This narrow focus has led to a led to a lack of information on how
other variables, such as workplace relationships, impact women’s decisions to leave their STEM
careers. Given that organizations are increasingly adopting team-based work approaches
(Kozlowski & Ilgen, 2006), which are built on interpersonal relationships and interactions, it
stands to reason that examination of relational factors may also have utility in understanding why
women are leaving STEM jobs.
One interpersonal relationship that may be relevant in examining turnover among women
STEM workers, specifically, is workplace rivalry. Rivalry has been defined as an interpersonal
relationship in which subjective competitions and social comparisons with a particular person at
work are of psychological importance to the focal actor (Kilduff et al., 2010). Rivalry is relevant
in studying turnover because it has been estimated to be a factor in 20% of voluntary employee
turnover according to research conducted by Monster.com, a widely used job search website
(Silverberg, 2018). Rivalry may be particularly useful in studying turnover in STEM due to the
macro-level competitive culture that pervades these fields (Seymour, 1995) as this may make
rivalry development more common. Further, the relationship may be relevant in understanding
the differing turnover rates of men and women in these fields as this relationship centers around
competition and research shows that women have less of a preference for competition than do
men (Niederle & Vesterlund, 2007).
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Broadly, hypotheses related to the relationship between rivalry and turnover intent,
regardless of one’s gender, can be informed by Festinger’s social comparison theory (1954),
which states that individuals compare themselves to others to determine their standing in areas
such as performance. Social comparison theory has been applied to past research on rivalry
(Kilduff, 2014; Kilduff et al., 2010) but researchers have yet to consider the impact of the
differing outcomes of the competitions, such as perceived winning versus losing compared to
one’s rival. Based on this theory, it is expected that perceived losing to a rival will be directly
related to turnover intent, as well as indirectly related through lower perceived competence and
greater imposter syndrome. Relatedly, past research on perceived competence has demonstrated
a negative relationship to workplace turnover (Richer et al., 2002) while imposter syndrome has
demonstrated a negative relationship to persistence attitudes among STEM women (Tao &
Gloria, 2019).
More narrowly, social role theory can be used to inform how gender moderates the
relationship between perceived losing to a rival and turnover intent. Social role theory (Eagly,
1987) posits that behavioral expectations for men and women differ due to societal expectations
rooted in the traditional ‘breadwinner’ and ‘homemaker’ roles for men and women, respectively.
One consequence of this difference in expectations is the stereotype that men are fit for STEM
fields while women are not (Gunderson et al., 2012). Given these different societally informed
expectations of STEM ‘fitness,’ women and men who work in STEM are hypothesized to
respond differently to perceived losses to their rivals.
Specifically, I hypothesize that women who perceive themselves as losing, compared to
men who perceive themselves as losing, will experience lower perceived competence and greater
imposter syndrome as these losses will act as confirmation of the negative stereotypes of women
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STEM fitness that are prescribed in line with social role theory (Eagly, 1987). Accordingly, these
poorer self-evaluations related to their ability to succeed in their STEM jobs will relate to greater
STEM workforce turnover intent for women than men. In comparison, for men, losses to a rival
are expected to threaten one’s state of manhood, which men will, in turn, seek to maximize
through preventing further losses and continuing to fulfill the traditional masculine stereotype of
being ‘fit’ for STEM. Given this, men who lose to rivals are expected to report greater job
turnover intent women.
Further, and also informed by social role (Eagly, 1987) and social comparison (Festinger,
1954) theories, the interaction of the focal participant’s gender and the rival’s gender may also
moderate the strength of the relationship between rivalry losses and the outcomes of interest
(turnover intent, perceived competence, and imposter syndrome). In this study, it is hypothesized
that stereotypes of gender-based STEM fitness (fit for men and unfit for women) will set
expectations for the focal and rival actors and that these stereotypes will interact such that the
relationship strength of rivalry losses to outcomes will be greater in some gender compositions of
focal and rival gender than in others. Specifically, both men and women are thought to
experience greater negative relationships to perceived competence and imposter syndrome when
losing to a woman rival rather than to a man rival as the stereotype of women being unfit for
STEM allows perceived losses to women to provide greater information of the focal actor’s lack
of STEM fitness. Accordingly, greater relationships between variables are expected for losses to
women rivals compared to men rivals such that women who lose to women will display the
greatest relationships from perceived losing to perceived competence, imposter syndrome, and
STEM workforce turnover intent, while men will display the greatest direct relationship from
perceived losing to job turnover intent.
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The current project seeks to analyze these hypothesized relationships through a survey of
a sample of full-time STEM employees. The study will contribute to the literature in several
ways. First, the study positions rivalry as a unique theoretical predictor of turnover intent,
perceived competence, and imposter syndrome, thus potentially shedding light on the retention
of STEM workers. Second the study positions rivalry as a stressor, which is a new lens for the
rivalry construct that traditionally has been studied as a motivating force. Third, the study
provides initial examination of three boundary conditions (focal actor gender, target actor
gender, and outcome of social comparison) that may relate to rivalry outcomes. Fourth, the
rivalry construct has primarily been examined within lab settings (ex: Kilduff, 2014; Kilduff &
Galinsky, 2016; To et al., 2018; Yip et al., 2018) or with archival data from athletics (ex:
Kilduff, 2014; Kilduff et al., 2015; To et al., 2018), so the study’s use of real-world STEM
employees will provide improved external validity for this relatively young construct.
Additionally, the information gleaned from this study will have potential utility for
improving real-world outcomes in the workplace. First, the study will provide information
related to turnover intent. This is important because research shows turnover can cost
organizations in the U.S. up to 5.8% of their total operating budget (Waldman et al., 2004) and
that 600 billion was spent on turnover costs in 2018 (Tarallo, 2018). Based on these figures,
turnover is costly and, accordingly, increased understanding of the antecedents of turnover could
help organizations prevent this outcome to decrease costs and increase profits for shareholders.
Second, the study will provide information to organizations who may desire to use rivalry to
improve employee productivity. Early studies supported the claim that rivalry improved
performance (Kilduff, 2014; Kilduff et al., 2010; Pike et al., 2018) and this information was
reported on by popular press outlets that encouraged individuals to develop rivalries in order to
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improve their work outcomes with headlines such as “How having a rival can be your greatest
advantage” (Jimenez, 2016) and “The upside of rivalry: Higher motivation, better performance”
(Association for Psychological Science, 2014). While research supports that rivalry is a
motivating force, the findings of this study are expected to provide evidence that rivalry also has
the potential to negatively relate to psychological wellbeing as measured by the self-evaluation
measures of perceived competence and imposter syndrome. Psychological wellbeing is related to
workplace outcomes such as turnover (Wright et al., 2007) and performance (Wright et al., 2007;
Wright & Cropanzano, 2000), which are two primary drivers of organizational profit and make
psychological wellbeing a relevant variable for organizations. Third, the study provides insight
specifically tailored to improving continuance outcomes for women in STEM, which may be
able to offset some of the 2.4 million job openings in these fields.
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CHAPTER TWO:
LITERATURE REVIEW

Careers in STEM
As written by the United States Department of Education (2019), “The United States has
developed as a global leader, in large part, through the genius and hard work of its scientists,
engineers, and innovators,” which underscores the perceived importance of STEM workers. In
line with this importance, the United States, and other like countries, have supported STEM
through billions of dollars of funding designed to increase participation and education (The
White House Office of the Press Secretary, 2009). Despite this support, the United States has an
estimated 2.4 million unfilled jobs in STEM fields (Carnevale et al., 2013), which is a
concerning statistic for both government leaders (Olson & Riordan, 2012), organizations
(Chamberlain, 2017), and citizens (Emerson Survey, 2018), and makes this type of worker a
population worthy of specific research interest.
Given these concerns regarding STEM employment, research has sought to explain why
these jobs remain unfilled. One commonly cited reason is that there are not enough graduates of
these fields being supplied by universities, which may be the result of underrepresentation of
certain demographic groups (Rivers, 2017). Indeed, a recent PEW poll reported that black and
Hispanic people are still underrepresented in STEM fields compared to the workforce as a
whole, and that women are underrepresented in areas such as computer science and engineering
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(Funk & Parker, 2018). If these groups were to be properly represented in the overall STEM
workforce, then these additional employees would be able to alleviate many of the unfilled jobs.
Although differences in STEM education between men and women are lessening (Ceci et
al., 2014; Miller & Wai, 2015), research still shows that the ‘pipeline’ may be ‘leaking’ in the
workforce as women are leaving STEM jobs at a greater rate than are men (Hunt, 2016; Preston,
2004). A commonly cited reason for this trend is that women leave the workforce to care for
their children (Williams & Ceci, 2012), but this impact may be overstated as STEM women do
not leave the workforce at a significantly higher rate than do women in non-STEM fields (Glass
et al., 2013). Indeed, research shows that less than 3% of STEM women leave the workforce, but
that approximately 31% of STEM women leave their field and instead opt to work in another
field. This tendency to leave one’s field but to continue working appears to be specific to STEM
as women in STEM fields are 807% more likely to make this career decision than are women in
non-STEM fields (Glass et al., 2013). Given this, it is appropriate to consider non-childcare
reasons why women leave STEM jobs. While many individual and organization-specific
associations have been given research attention, interpersonal relationships and the role that
gender stereotypes may play in those interactions merit interest but have yet to be explored.
Relationships at Work
In work settings, two of the most commonly studied interpersonal relationships are
mentorship and leadership, and research from both streams of literature demonstrate that
interpersonal relationships have an ability to impact individual-level outcomes and have utility in
understanding turnover decisions.
Mentorship is a relationship wherein an individual with less experience is assisted or
guided through their personal and/or professional life by a more experienced person (Kram,
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1985), and this relationship can be viewed as formal or informal (Eby et al., 2007) and examined
from both the mentor and mentee perspective (Allen et al., 1997; Eby et al., 2000; Eby &
Lockwood, 2005). Related to turnover intent, having a mentor is related to decreased turnover
intent and turnover behaviors longitudinally (Payne & Huffman, 2005), across industries (Payne
& Huffman, 2005; Scandura & Viator, 1994), and in meta-analytic work (Allen et al., 2004).
However, the relationship between turnover and being a mentor is less clear with a meta-analysis
by Ghoss and Reio Jr. (2013) reporting a non-significant relationship between the variables,
demonstrating that interpersonal relationships can have different effects for the different
members within a workplace dyad.
In addition to the support provided from the mentorship literature on the relationship
between interpersonal relationships and turnover, further evidence can be found in the leadership
literature on leader-member exchange, which examines the quality of the relationship between a
leader and their followers as well as how the quality of these interpersonal relationships
influence resource allocation (Graen & Uhl-Bien, 1995). Related to turnover, having a high
quality relationship with one’s leader is related to lower turnover intent (Jordan & Troth, 2011)
with findings that have been demonstrated in meta-analytic work across cultures (Rockstuhl et
al., 2012) and over time (Bauer et al., 2006), providing evidence of the relationship’s robustness.
While the aforementioned findings provide support that interpersonal relationships can be
related to turnover and turnover intent, these relationships do not fully encompass the wide range
of relationships that one can experience at work. Given this, further examination of the
relationship between other interpersonal relationship types and turnover intent may also provide
information on the correlates of costly turnover behavior. One such relationship that has recently
emerged in the industrial-organizational psychology literature and that may be of interest in
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understanding turnover behavior is workplace rivalry, which has been estimated to be a factor in
20% of voluntary turnover decisions (Silverberg, 2018), but has yet to be studied in any peerreviewed research related to turnover intent.
Interpersonal Rivalry
First studied by Kilduff, Elfenbein, and Staw (2010), interpersonal rivalry is a dyadic
relationship in which subjective competitions and social comparisons with a particular person are
of psychological importance to the focal actor. Rivalry differs from competition because of this
psychological importance of the competitive interactions, and discriminant validity has been
demonstrated between competition and rivalry conditions in lab studies (Kilduff et al., 2015;
Kilduff & Galinsky, 2016; To et al., 2018). An example of a well-known rivalry is the
relationship between United States founding fathers Aaron Burr and Alexander Hamilton, whose
rivalry was fierce enough that it ended in the death of Hamilton at the hands of Burr in a duel
prompted by the last in a line of several career-related feuds and disagreements (Chernow, 2016).
While the vast majority of rivalries are not fierce enough to end in duels nor public
enough to be discussed in history books like Burr and Hamilton, rivalries are still relevant to
everyday employees. In fact, rivalry appears to be rather common with as much as 85% of a
sample reporting having had a rival at some point in their career (Wittorp, 2016). Research into
the antecedents of rivalry has demonstrated that the relationship can form due to various factors
that can emerge at the individual, dyadic, or organization level. Some examples of antecedents of
rivalry are individual trait competitiveness, demographic similarity between actors, repeated
competitive interactions between actors, closeness of competition between actors, and
experienced incivility of the focal actor from the target actor (Kilduff et al., 2010; Kilduff &
Galinsky, 2016; Wittorp, 2016; Yip et al., 2018). Of specific interest to STEM workers is that
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competitive work climates are positively related to rivalry (Wittorp, 2016) given that STEM
climates are traditionally competitive (Baldwin, 2009; Seymour, 1995).
In addition to being common and varied in its cause of development, rivalry has also been
shown to be relevant to organizations due to its relationships to several organizational outcomes.
First, rivalry has been related to performance and motivation in archival work (Kilduff, 2014;
Kilduff et al., 2010), experimental work (Kilduff, 2014), and longitudinally over time periods as
long as one year (Pike et al., 2018). Given that performance and motivation are desirable
outcomes for organizations, as well as for individuals due to potential financial gains, it is not
surprising that these findings have been publicized in several popular press outlets in articles that
encourage rivalry formation (Association for Psychological Science, 2014; Jimenez, 2016).
However, while the effects of rivalry on motivation are desirable, other research has shown that
rivalry can be harmful to organizations and to individuals with demonstrated positive
relationships to outcomes such as unethical behavior, suboptimal decision-making, incivility, and
risk taking (Kilduff et al., 2015; To et al., 2018; Yip et al., 2018). Additionally, a report by job
search website Monster.com stated that 20% of individuals left a job because of a rival while
26% had considered leaving due to a rivalry (Silverberg, 2018). Considering that turnover costs
organizations up to nearly 6% of their yearly operating budget (Waldman et al., 2004), this type
of relationship may be costly for organizations despite its relationship to improved performance,
and research into whether its relationship to turnover intent is significant is needed to best inform
organizations and individuals of the cost of workplace rivalry.
The Relationship Between Rivalry and Turnover Intent
As previously stated, repeated competition and close competition are antecedents of
rivalry formation (Kilduff et al., 2010). Because objective contests are not always present at
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work, past research has utilized social comparison theory to explain how rivalry forms in the
workplace as well as how rivalry is related to greater motivation and performance (Kilduff,
2014; Kilduff et al., 2010). Specifically, frequent social comparisons are thought to be akin to
subjective competitions of relative standing and the desire to evaluate oneself as equal to or
better than one’s rival leads to greater performance and motivation. However, despite the use of
social comparison theory in past research on rivalry, researchers have yet to consider how
evaluating one’s relative standing as greater or lesser than one’s rival may relate to outcomes of
interest. Given that research into social comparisons has shown that whether one engages in
upward (i.e. evaluating oneself as worse off or inferior) or downward (i.e. evaluating oneself as
better off or superior) comparisons moderates the relationship between social comparisons and
workplace outcomes such as burnout (Halbesleben & Buckley, 2006) and career satisfaction
(Eddleston, 2009), the lack of analyses of how those who evaluate themselves as having a greater
or lesser relative standing to a workplace rival differently experience outcomes can be
considered an oversight of the workplace rivalry literature. Further, as rivalry is a competitive
relationship, these evaluations of having greater or lesser relative standing can be otherwise
framed as winning or losing to one’s rival, respectively.
In particular, one outcome that may be related to whether one perceives themselves as
‘winning’ or ‘losing’ a rivalry is employee turnover intent. From a theoretical standpoint,
employees may have greater turnover intent if they perceive themselves as losing to their
psychologically important rival, and, thus, wish to find other employment in order to avoid these
feelings of inadequacy. Accordingly, those who perceive themselves as winning compared to
their rival may revel in this feeling of superiority and, in turn, intend to remain with the
organization to continue experiencing these feelings. Additionally, the mere presence of a rival
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may lead to greater turnover intent as rivalry is marked by close competitions, and, thus, the
potential to lose and view oneself as less than another is greater, which may positively relate to
turnover intent as individuals consider other employment to avoid any future negative selfevaluations.
Aside from theoretical support for the hypothesized relationships between the outcomes
of comparisons to a rival and turnover intent, additional support can be found in past literature.
First, drawing from the literature on social comparison theory, research has found that upward
comparisons are related to increased turnover intent (Eddleston, 2009) as well as to increased job
search behavior and decreased affective commitment to the organization (Brown et al., 2007). In
contrast, downward comparisons have been related to decreased turnover intent (Eddleston,
2009) as well as lower job search behaviors and higher affective commitment (Brown et al.,
2007). This contrast in the direction of these relationships demonstrates that turnover intent is not
necessarily impacted by making social comparisons but rather by whether one perceives oneself
favorably or unfavorably following these comparisons.
Further support for the hypothesized relationship between the outcomes of comparisons
to a rival (e.g., losing and winning) and turnover intent can be found in the competition literature,
which analyzes the differing responses to winning and losing. For example, those that lose a
competitive contest report greater anger, humiliation, shame (Wilson & Kerr, 1999), and stress
(Cox & Kerr, 1990) as well as lower self-esteem (Bardel et al., 2010) and perceived competence
(Vallerand et al., 1986) compared to those who win. While not directly related to turnover intent,
these poorer psychological wellbeing outcomes following losses may dissuade individuals who
lose from engaging in future competitions as they seek to avoid these negative feelings.
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Taken together, the social comparison theory framework and body of past empirical
evidence provide support that whether one perceives oneself as ‘winning’ or ‘losing’ to a rival
may moderate the relationship between turnover intent and rivalry, such that greater relative
standing to one’s rival (e.g. losing) is related to lesser turnover intent. In this study, relative
standing is operationalized as the degree to which a person views oneself as being of greater or
lesser standing relative to a referent (e.g. the rival) in a social comparison. In order to measure
these perceptions of relative standing, the outcomes of the social comparisons will be measured
on one scale wherein upward (inferior, incompetent, untalented) and downward (ex. superior,
more competent, more talented) comparison outcomes are on opposite ends, following the
framework of other social comparison scales (Allan & Gilbert, 1995; Brenninkmeyer et al.,
2001). Using this scale design, examination of perceptions of winning or losing in separate
hypotheses are unnecessary as these perceptions can be analyzed using one continuous bipolar
scale. Additionally, research on women in STEM indicates that turnover from one’s STEM job
and the STEM workforce as a whole are significantly different for women (Glass et al., 2013),
and, thus, measures of both turnover intent types will be collected. In the current study all
hypotheses regarding turnover intent pertain to both types of turnover unless otherwise stated.
Hypothesis 1: Individuals with a rival report greater turnover intent than those without a rival.
Hypothesis 2: Among those with a rival, relative standing to one’s rival negatively relates to
turnover intent.
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Perceived Competence as a Mediator of the Relationship Between Rivalry and Turnover
Intent
In addition to the hypothesized relationship between rivalry and turnover intent, rivalry
may also be related to one’s perception of his/her competence. Perceived competence is defined
as “a person’s expectancy that he/she can effectively interact with his/her environment”
(Wallston, 1992, page 193) and past research has framed the construct as one of three core
psychological needs (Deci & Ryan, 1985, 2002). Following social comparison theory (Festinger,
1954), rivalry may relate to perceived competence through one’s perceptions of winning or
losing, which will inform individuals of their relative standing compared to a psychologically
important other. In the event that one views oneself as losing to a rival, or being of a lesser
relative standing, the individual is engaging in an upward comparison for which he/she views
oneself as worse off than another, which may cause one to question whether or not he/she is
competent at his/her job. In addition to the theoretical support provided by Festinger’s theory,
past research on social comparisons has also shown that downward comparisons, which are
conceptually similar to winning, or being of a greater relative standing, are related to improved
self-evaluations and expectations of future success (Aspinwall & Taylor, 1993). Further, given
the psychological importance that individuals place on competitions with rivals, the relationships
between variables may be of a greater strength when comparisons are made towards a rival.
Additionally, this experience of a perceived lack of competence is expected to be a
stressor as it threatens one’s self-perception, which may be another pathway through which
rivalry is related to turnover intent as individuals seek other employment to avoid this stressor.
This hypothesized mediation is supported by past research that demonstrates that competence is
related to quitting and/or turnover behaviors. For example, Rudisill (1989) found that perceived
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competence is negatively related to persistence such that individuals who report greater
competence engage in a task longer following failure in lab studies, while Takase and colleagues
(2017) found that perceived competence was negatively related to turnover in a sample of
working nurses.
Taken together, it is expected that the outcomes of one’s comparisons will be related to
one’s perceived competence and turnover intent. Specifically, social comparison theory states
that one judges and evaluates their performance relative to others (Festinger, 1954), and, thus, it
is expected that relative standing to a rival will be positively related to perceived competence.
Additionally, this relationship is hypothesized to mediate the relationship between rivalry and
turnover intent such that individuals will report greater turnover intent for jobs in which they
perceive themselves as less competent. This is expected as individuals consider other
employment opportunities that are less damaging to their self-perception of their competency.
Hypothesis 3: Among those with a rival, relative standing to one’s rival positively relates to
perceived competence.
Hypothesis 4: Among those with a rival, perceived competence negatively relates to turnover
intent.
Hypothesis 5: Among those with a rival, perceived competence will mediate the relationship
between relative standing to one’s rival and turnover intent.

Imposter Syndrome as a Mediator of the Relationship Between Rivalry and Turnover
Intent
A second potential mediator of the relationship between rivalry and turnover intent is
imposter syndrome, which has been described as “feelings of fraudulence because (one does) not
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attribute (his/her) success to (one’s) own abilities despite many achievements and accolades”
(Parkman, 2016, page 52). Again drawing on social comparison theory (Festinger, 1954), it is
expected that perceiving oneself as losing to a rival will inform one of his/her lesser relative
standing compared to a psychologically important other and that this status as ‘lesser’ will lead
individuals to question whether or not they have the ability needed to perform adequately in their
field. This concern is expected to be especially harrowing for STEM employees given the belief
that innate ability is crucial to success in these fields (Leslie et al., 2015). Further support for this
hypothesis can be found in empirical research, which demonstrates a negative relationship
between perception of oneself as an imposter and persistence attitudes (Tao & Gloria, 2019), a
reciprocal measure of turnover (Bean, 1983). Accordingly, it is expected that imposter syndrome
will be positively related to turnover intent among STEM employees and mediate the
relationship between relative standing to a rival and turnover intent.
Hypothesis 6: Among those with a rival, relative standing to one’s rival negatively relates to
imposter syndrome.
Hypothesis 7: Among those with a rival, imposter syndrome positively relates to turnover intent.
Hypothesis 8: Among those with a rival, imposter syndrome mediates the relationship between
relative standing to one’s rival and turnover intent.

Focal Actor Gender as a Moderator of the Correlations of Rivalry
Perceived lesser relative standing, or losing, to one’s rival is expected to be undesirable
for STEM employees, but the degree that this perception is related to negative outcomes is
unlikely to be equivalent for all individuals. One variable that may moderate the strength of the
relationship between rivalry and outcomes such as perceived competence, imposter syndrome,
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and turnover intent in a STEM sample is gender, for which hypotheses can be informed by
Eagly’s social role theory (1987).
Social role theory states that societal expectations of the roles that men and women
should fulfill are embedded into society and that these differences in societal expectations lead to
differences in individual behavior, which, in turn, lead to and reinforce stereotypes (Eagly,
1987). As defined by Ashmore and Del Boca (1979, page 225), stereotypes are “a structured set
of inferential relations that link a social category with personal attributes.” Additionally, research
shows that stereotypes can be labeled as prescriptive or descriptive wherein prescriptive
stereotypes are how one is expected to behavior, while descriptive stereotypes are how one
actually behaves (Burgess & Borgida, 1999). Relating to gender, results from Prentice and
Carranza (2002) found that prescribed stereotypes of women include lesser expectations for
rationality, efficiency, and business sense, while men have increased expectations in these areas
as well as other useful ‘work’ traits such as ambition. Further, specific gender stereotypes are
present in STEM that depict women as less skilled at mathematics and problem solving (Cejka &
Eagly, 1999) as well as less intelligent (Furnham et al., 2002) than men. Relatedly, in samples of
women, awareness of women-in-STEM stereotypes are negatively related to participant desire to
pursue math careers (Kiefer & Sekaquaptewa, 2007) and preference for math (Nosek et al.,
2002), which implies that these stereotypes can impact the career decisions of women.
Regarding rivalry, the combination of social comparison (Festinger, 1954) and social role
(Eagly, 1987) theories can inform hypotheses regarding how one’s gender moderates the
relationship between relative standing to one’s rival and organizationally relevant outcomes,
such as turnover intent. Specifically, social role theory informs us that upward comparisons to a
rival, otherwise framed as perceived losing, will provide individuals information of lesser
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relative standing while social role theory informs us that the expectations of men and women are
different and that these expectations will lead to different behaviors and reported responses that
align with these expectations; accordingly, different paths from rivalry to outcomes such as
turnover intent, perceived competence, and imposter syndrome are expected for men and women
as they aim to align with these expectations.
For women, this stereotype of their lack of STEM ‘fitness’ is expected to relate to the
relationship between rivalry and outcomes such as perceived competence, imposter syndrome,
and turnover intent as perceiving oneself as having a lesser relative standing to one’s rival serves
as confirmation of these stereotypes for women focal actors. Accordingly, stronger relationships
between rivalry and self-evaluation measures such as perceived competence and imposter
syndrome, are expected for women relative to men. Additionally, these hypothesized undesired
relationships to these self-efficacy measures are expected to, in turn, relate to greater STEM
workforce turnover intent for women as compared to men as women consider leaving the STEM
workforce to avoid stress-inducing future losses in fields for which stereotypes have informed
them that they are unfit to succeed in.
Hypothesis 9: Among those with a rival, focal actor gender moderates the relationship of relative
standing to one’s rival and perceived competence such that the relationship is stronger for
women than men.
Hypothesis 10: Among those with a rival, focal actor gender moderates the relationship of
relative standing to one’s rival and imposter syndrome such that the relationship is stronger for
women than men.
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Hypothesis 11: Among those with a rival, relative standing to one’s rival negatively relates to
STEM workforce turnover intent, and this relationship is moderated by focal actor gender such
that women display stronger relationships than men.

Additionally, one’s turnover intent may be further moderated by the difference in the
threat to one’s status of having reached adulthood for men and women when they perceive
themselves as losing to a workplace rival. Hypotheses related to this moderating effect can be
informed by precarious manhood theory (Vandello et al., 2008), which states that a man’s status
of reaching manhood is not guaranteed but instead earned through participation in masculine
activities, such as being the breadwinner, and that, even after being earned, it can be lost through
engaging in non-masculine acts, such as job loss. By comparison, womanhood is thought to be as
a more static state once granted and driven by biological growth rather than behavior (Vandello
et al., 2008).
In line with this, precarious manhood theory may be relevant in understanding the
relationship between relative standing to a rival and turnover intent as, for men, perceiving
oneself as being of a lesser status will threaten one’s state of manhood and further allow for
gender to moderate the relationships between variables. Relatedly, support that the outcomes of
social comparisons can threaten one’s manhood can be found in past research on upward
comparisons and prescribed stereotypes. First, research shows that a prescribed stereotype of
men is that they are competent (Prentice & Carranza, 2002) and, thus, engaging in an upward
comparison such as perceived losing and evaluating oneself as being of a lesser relative standing
than another at work may threaten one’s self-perception of oneself as a man. Second, research
shows that engaging in upward comparisons on masculine outcomes, such as income amount, is
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related to greater self-reported anger and public discomfort (Dahl et al., 2015) as well as
increased medication intake for erectile dysfunction, anxiety, and insomnia (Pierce et al., 2013),
which are all strains that may derive from the stressor of experiencing a threat to one’s manhood
following upward comparisons.
In the case of rivalry, the experience of perceiving oneself as being of a lesser relative
standing to another at work, a theoretical manhood-deriving setting, is expected to be a threat to
one’s manhood, which, in line with precarious manhood theory, men will seek to protect by
minimizing their manhood threat via avoiding future manhood-depriving losses while also
meeting the masculine stereotype of being fit for STEM through continuance in the STEM
workforce. Accordingly, it is expected that men will display greater direct relationships from
relative standing to one’s rival, perceived competence, and imposter syndrome to job turnover
intent as leaving one’s job allows one to avoid future losses to a rival without risking further
manhood loss by leaving STEM.
Hypothesis 12: Among those with a rival, relative standing to one’s rival negatively relates to job
turnover intent, and this relationship is moderated by focal actor gender such that men display
stronger relationships than women.
Hypothesis 13: Among those with a rival, perceived competence is negatively related to job
turnover intent and this relationship is moderated by focal actor gender such that men display
stronger relationships than women.
Hypothesis 14: Among those with a rival, imposter syndrome is positively related to job turnover
intent and this relationship is moderated by focal actor gender such that men display stronger
relationships than women.
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Gender Composition of the Focal Actor and his/her Rival as a Moderator of the
Relationship Between Rivalry Loss and Outcomes
While focal actor gender is hypothesized to moderate the relationships between relative
standing to a rival and constructs such as perceived competence, imposter syndrome, and
turnover intent, the gender of the rival may also have utility in understanding these associations.
Indeed, rivalry is inherently a dyadic relationship as it cannot occur without the existence of the
focal actor and a rival, and, just like the focal actor has gender-related stereotypes of his/her
STEM ‘fitness,’ the rival will also have gender-related stereotypes about his/her STEM ‘fitness.’
Given that rivalry is thought to be driven by social comparisons (Kilduff, 2014), which are used
to inform individuals of their relative standing or performance (Festinger, 1954), the stereotypes
of the rival’s STEM fitness may moderate how one perceives his/her own fitness in the event of
an upward comparison made toward one’s rival. In lay terms, this means that being of a lesser
relative standing to someone who you view as more fit would be less damaging to one’s selfevaluations than losing to someone who you view as less fit. In this study, I examine four
possible dyadic gender compositions of the participant and their rival (man v. man, man v.
woman, woman v. man, woman v. woman). Specifically, it is hypothesized that upward
comparisons to women rivals in STEM will be related to stronger correlations for both men and
women focal actors as losing to someone who is stereotypically unfit for STEM yields greater
information of one’s own unfitness than will losing to someone who is stereotyped as fit for
STEM.
For men, this moderating effect is hypothesized to occur as manhood is theoretically
threatened when a man perceives himself as losing to a woman in an environment that he is
stereotyped as more fit for, such as a STEM occupation. This expected relationship is in line with
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past research on precarious manhood, which has demonstrated that being inferior to a woman in
work-related masculine outcomes, such as being a subordinate to a woman manager, is related to
decreased status and perceived masculinity as well as greater implicit threat compared to when a
man is a subordinate to another man at work (Brescoll et al., 2012). Additionally, research on
social comparisons finds that men report greater public discomfort when outperformed by
women than by men (Dahl et al., 2015), providing evidence that, for men, being inferior to a
woman referent is of great consequence.
For women, this moderating effect of rival gender is hypothesized to occur due to an
increased relationship to imposter syndrome when perceiving oneself as inferior to a woman
rather than to a man in a stereotypically male skillset such as STEM fitness. This relationship is
expected because inferiority to a stereotypically STEM ‘fit’ man would not necessarily inform
one that they are not ‘fit,’ while losing to a woman who is stereotyped and expected to be ‘unfit’
for the field would provide information of the focal actor’s unfitness. This information may be
especially pertinent for women as it confirms any performance concerns that they have about
being in a field for which they know that they are stereotyped as unfit for, which, in turn, may
lead to a greater relationship between perceived losing and reported imposter syndrome and
perceived competence.
Taken together, it is expected that perceived losing to a woman rival will lead to stronger
relationships with the hypothesized correlates, but that the strength of the relationships will differ
depending on the focal actor’s gender. Specifically, it is hypothesized that men who perceive
themselves as being of a lesser relative standing than a woman rival will display the strongest
relationship to job turnover intent as they seek to avoid future losses while remaining in STEM
fields to meet the “fit for STEM” stereotype of men. Additionally, women are expected to
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display the strongest relationships with perceived competence, imposter syndrome, and field
turnover intent as these losses will provide the greatest information regarding one’s unfitness for
the field and confirm any concerns over the focal actor’s stereotyped lack of STEM ability.
Hypothesis 15.A: Relative standing to one’s rival positively relates to perceived competence and
negatively relates to imposter syndrome and turnover intent, and these relationships are
moderated by rival gender such that perceived losing to a women rival is related to stronger
relationships than perceived losing to a man rival.
Hypothesis 15.B: Of the four gender dyads (man v. man, man v. woman, woman v. woman,
woman v. man), women who report a lesser relative standing to a woman rival demonstrate the
strongest relationships between relative standing to one’s rival and imposter syndrome, perceived
competence, and STEM field turnover intent.
Hypothesis 15.C. Of the four gender dyads, men who report a lesser relative standing to a
woman rival demonstrate the strongest relationship between perceived lesser standing relative to
one’s rival to job turnover intent.

Figures of all hypothesized moderated relationships are shown in Appendix items B through F.
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Figure 1: Depiction of Proposed Relationships

26

CHAPTER THREE:
METHOD & PROCEDURE

Participants
Participants were adults employed in a STEM field (> 20 hours of paid work per week)
who were recruited through multiple avenues. First, individuals were contacted through the
professional organizations of the Society of Industrial-Organizational Psychology (SIOP), the
Association for Women in Mathematics (AWM), the Society for Personality and Social
Psychology (SPSP), and the Society for Advancement of Chicanos and Native Americans in
Science (SACNAS). To encourage participation from these groups, the first 24 participants to
complete the first survey received a $10 gift card to Amazon.com. Similarly, the first 12 to take
the second survey received a $25 gift card to Walmart, as did the first 11 to take the third survey.
Second, government employees who worked at the United States Geological Survey (USGS) or
in the state of Florida were contacted via emails received in accordance with the Freedom of
Information Act. Third, alumni from a university in the Southeast were contacted via email. To
encourage participation from these groups, $1 was donated to the Covid-19 Response Fund run
by the Center for Disease Philanthropy for each of the first 50 responses. Demographic
information for all participants can be found in Table 1. Additionally, demographic information
for those with and those without rivals at Time 1 can be found in Table 2, demographic
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information for only those with at least one rival at each timepoint can be found at Table 3, and
the breakdown of the sample by STEM field can be found in Table 4.
In total, 955 individuals successfully completed the Time 1 survey. From these 955
participants, a final sample of 893 remained after removing participants for failure to meet at
least one of several criteria. First, 16 individuals were removed for failing to answer
appropriately to at least two of the three attention check items at Time 1. Items were formatted to
read “Respond ’X’ to this item” with ‘X’ manipulated to read as either ‘Not at all,’ ‘Somewhat
agree,’ or ‘Neither agree nor disagree.’ Second, 30 individuals were removed for inconsistent
responding as demonstrated by stating that they worked at least 20 hours a week for pay in one
item while also reporting a number less than 20 when asked how many hours they worked per
week for pay. Next, participant responses were screened for whether they responded to questions
at a rate slower than 2 seconds per item, as advised by Huang et al. (2012). No participants were
flagged for responding too rapidly at Time 1. After removing participants for failure to meet the
above criteria, the long-string and average long-string values for participant responses were
examined using the R package “careless” (Yentes & Wilhelm, 2018). Long-string computes the
lengthiest amount of consecutive responses provided by each participant, while average longstring examines the average length of consecutive responses provided by each participant. If
participants were identified as having outlier scores for both the long-string and average longstring values, then participants were removed from the data. At Time 1, 1 participant failed to
meet this criterion. Additionally, given the focus on the gender groups of men and women, only
those who identified as a man or woman were included in the final sample, which led to the
removal of 6 participants. Similarly, among those with rivals, only those who identified their
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rival as a man or a woman were kept, which led to the removal of 7 participants. Among the 893
participants that met all inclusion criteria at Time 1, 380 had rivals.
At the end of Time 1, participants were asked if they were willing to participate in two
follow-up surveys. Of the 893 that met all of the aforementioned inclusion criteria, 815
consented to be contacted and were contacted for the follow-up waves. Of these 815, 352 had
rivals
Of the 815 that consented to be contacted, 504 completed the Time 2 survey.
Participants were removed based the same criteria applied at Time 1. In total, 3 participants
responded inappropriately to the attention check items, 0 participants responded at a rate faster
than 2 seconds per item, and 9 participants were identified as outliers in both the long-string and
average long-string analyses. After removal of these participants, a sample of 492 individuals
who successfully completed Time 2 remained. Of these individuals, another 26 were removed
for not meeting inclusion criteria at Time 1, leaving a sample of 466 individuals who
successfully completed the Time 1 and Time 2 surveys. Among these 466 participants, 206 had
rivals.
Further, of the 815 that consented to be contacted, 458 completed the Time 3 survey.
Following the same exclusion procedures, 2 participants responded inappropriately to the
attention check items, 0 participants responded at a rate faster than 2 seconds per item, and 9
participants were identified as outliers in both the long-string and average long-string analyses.
After removal of these participants, a sample of 447 individuals who successfully completed
Time 3 remained. Of these individuals, another 27 were removed for not meeting inclusion
criteria at Time 1, leaving a sample of 420 individuals who successfully completed the Time 1
and Time 3 surveys. Among these 420 participants, 183 had rivals. A total of 344 participants
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completed all three surveys and met all inclusion criteria at each timepoint. Among these 344
participants, 150 had rivals.
Survey Procedure
Participants were asked to respond to three online surveys across a period of 4 weeks
with 2 weeks separating each survey. Separation of item responses were selected to help rule out
that statistical relationships were due to mood effects. At Time 1, participants were asked to
provide demographic information for themselves as well as for their rival. Additionally,
responses to rivalry status, relative standing to rival, and trait control variables such as
competitiveness and affect were collected at this time along with measures of perceived
competence, imposter syndrome, and turnover intent. At Time 2, participants responded to the
perceived competence and imposter syndrome items. Lastly, at Time 3, participants provided
information on turnover intent.
Measures
Rivalry Status. Whether or not a participant has a rival was determined through the use
of a one-item binary measure. The item provided a formal definition of rivalry that read, “A
rivalry has been defined as, ‘A relationship in which subjective competitions and/or social
comparisons with a particular person are more important to you than those with other people.’”
Following the definition, participants were asked to respond to the question, “Based on this
definition, how many individuals do you currently consider to be a workplace rival? In other
words, how many current workplace rivalries do you have?” If participants responded with a
positive non-zero number, then they were considered to have a rival. Across all three timepoints,
approximately 40% of participants reported having at least one rival. More specifically, as
recorded at Time 1, ~57% reported having no rival, ~20% reported having one rival, ~13%
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reported having two rivals, ~5 reported having three rivals, ~2% reported having four rivals, and
~3% reported having five or more rivals.
Relative Standing to Rival. Relative standing to one’s rival was measured using a
study created scale modeled after the four-items of the ‘rank’ factor in Allan and Gilbert’s social
comparison scale (1995). Past research examining the outcomes of social comparisons, such as
perceived inferiority and superiority, has used Allan and Gilbert’s scale (Brenninkmeyer et al.,
2001). In this adapted five-point scale (α = .83), individuals were asked to rank themselves
relative to their rival on an 11-point scale with items that ranged from of greater standing to of
lesser standing, winning to losing, better off to worse off, more talented to less talented, and
more successful to less successful. As research shows that individuals can have multiple rivals
(Kilduff, 2014), participants were asked to rank themselves relative to their most intense rival.
Turnover Intent. Both job and field turnover intent were measured using an adapted
three-item turnover cognition scale based on Bozeman and Perrewe (2001). Past research has
used adapted versions of this scale to measure both intent to leave one’s employer and intent to
leave one’s field (Parry, 2008). Sample items include “I will probably look for a new job in the
near future” for job turnover intent (Time 1 α = .88, Time 3 α = .88) and “I will probably look for
a new job outside of the STEM workforce in the near future” for STEM workforce turnover
intent (Time 1 α = .88, Time 3 α = .88). Responses were recorded on a five-point Likert scale
that ranged from “Strongly disagree” to “Strongly agree.”
Perceived Competence. Perceived competence was measured using the four-items from
the perceived competence dimension (Time 1 α = .89, Time 2 α = .88) of the Work Related Basic
Need Satisfaction scale (Van den Broeck et al., 2010). Sample items include “I don’t really feel
competent at my job” (reverse scored) and “I am good at the things I do in my job” (Van den
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Broeck et al., 2010). Responses were recorded on a five-point Likert scale that ranged from
“Totally disagree” to “Totally agree.”
Imposter Syndrome. Imposter syndrome was measured using the 7-item (Time 1 α =
.93, Time 2 α = .93) imposter syndrome scale created by Leary et al. (2000). Sample items
include “Sometimes I’m afraid others will discover how much knowledge or ability I really lack”
and “I tend to feel like a phony.” Items were scored using a five-point Likert scale that ranged
from “Not at all” to “Extremely.”
Gender Composition of Rivals. The gender composition of rivals was dummy coded
based on participant responses to their own and to their rival’s gender. Given the four dyadic
gender compositions of theoretical interest (man focal v. man rival, man focal v. woman rival,
woman focal v. man rival, and woman focal v. woman rival), two sets of dummy codes were
created. First, a dummy code was created that reflected whether a dyad was made up of a woman
focal actor with a woman rival (coded 1) or whether a dyad was made up of any other gender
composition (coded 0). Second, a dummy code was created that reflected whether a dyad was
made up of a man focal actor with a woman rival (coded 1) or whether a dyad was made up of
any other gender composition (coded 0). Regarding the exact breakdowns at each timepoint, at
Time 1, 380 participants both self-identified and identified their rival as either a man or as a
woman. Of these 380 participants, 176 were woman focal actors with woman rivals, 84 were
women focal actors with man rivals, 62 were man focal actors with man rivals, and 58 were man
focal actors with woman rivals. Additionally, 150 participants successfully completed all three
timepoints and both self-identified and identified their rival as either a man or a woman. Of these
150, 66 were woman focal actors with woman rivals, 34 were women focal actors with man
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rivals, 27 were man focal actors with man rivals, and 23 were man focal actors with woman
rivals.
Controls. Control variables included trait affect, trait competitiveness, and
demographics. Affect was included as a control variable to provide support that rivalry, rather
than individual differences in affect related to perceiving individuals as rivals or oneself as better
or worse off, drove any significant statistical relationships. Similarly, competitiveness was
included to provide support that rivalry, rather than an individual difference related to inherent
drive to compete with others that may manifest in rivalry creation, drove any significant
statistical relationships. Demographic variables were included to provide support that any
significant relationships were generalizable across different groups such as older and younger
individuals and individuals from different racial/ethnic backgrounds.
Trait positive and negative affect were measured using the International Positive and
Negative Affect Schedule Short Form (I-PANAS-SF, Thompson, 2007). This scale includes five
items for positive affect (α = .69) and five-items for negative affect for a total of 10-items.
However, analysis of the reliability for the negative affect scale revealed that one of the items
displayed low cross-loadings compared to the other items as well as a lower factor loading, and,
thus, this item was removed, leaving a four-item scale for negative affect (α = .75). A sample
item is “Thinking about yourself and how you normally feel, to what extent to do you generally
feel: Upset” and items were measured on a five-point Likert scale that ranged from “Never” to
“Always.”
Trait competitiveness was measured using the 6 items from Helmreich and Spence
(1978). A sample item is “I enjoy working in situations involving competition with others” and
the scale was measured on a seven-point scale that ranged from “Strongly disagree” to “Strongly
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agree.” Analysis of the reliability for this scale revealed that one of the items displayed low
cross-loadings compared to the other items as well as a lower factor loading, and, thus, this item
was removed, leaving a five-item scale for trait competitiveness (α = .80).
Demographic control variables included participant ethnicity, age, income level, and
education level. To assess participant ethnicity, participants responded to one item that read
“What is your ethnicity? “ and were instructed to select as many that applied. The response
options were “African-American, Black, or Afro-Caribbean,” “Asian/Pacific Islander,”
“Hispanic or Latino,” “Native America or American Indian, “ “White or Caucasian,” and
“Other.” To score this data, an item was created for each group that reflected whether the
participant belonged to this group. For example, an item reflected whether a participant reported
being “White or Caucasian” and responses were scored such that 0 meant that a person was not
part of this group and 1 meant that a person was part of this group.
To measure age, participants responded to one item that read “What is your age in
years?” and used a dropdown menu to select their current age in years.
With regard to income level, participants responded to one item that read “Please select
your individual yearly income including regular pay, overtime, and bonuses, before taxes.”
Response options ranged from “Under $9,999” to “Over $200,000” and were grouped in $10,000
increments such as “$10,000 - $19,999.” Responses were then converted to a continuous scale
ranked by income amount that ranged from 1 (reflecting “Under $9,999”) to 21 (reflecting “Over
$200,000”).
To assess education, participants responded to one item that read “What is the highest
level of education that you have completed?” Response options were “Less than high school,”
“High school graduate,” “Some college,” “2 year degree,” “4 year degree,” “Masters’ degree,”
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and “Doctorate degree.” Responses were then converted to a continuous scale ordered from most
to least education received that ranged from 1 (reflecting “Less than high school”) to 7
(reflecting “Doctorate degree”)
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CHAPTER FOUR:
RESULTS

Unless otherwise stated, data was analyzed using the ‘R’ statistical software (R Core
Team, 2019) with all plots created using the ‘ggplot2’ package (Wickham, 2016). In order to
maximize sample size, participants were included in any analysis for which they had responded
to all measures related to the analysis.
Descriptive Statistics
Before engaging in hypothesis testing, descriptive statistics for the variables of interest
were analyzed across the entire sample (Table 5) using the ‘psych’ package (Revelle, 2019).
Across the full sample, the measures included in analyses were mostly normally
distributed with skewness and kurtosis values that were within approximately within the bounds
of ±1; however, both STEM turnover and perceived competence were not normally distributed.
Analysis of the distribution revealed that STEM turnover intent showed a floor effect where
responses clustered at the low end (Figure 2). Given that turnover from one’s field is a low baserate outcome, I decided to proceed with analyses related to this variable despite its skewed
distribution. In contrast, perceived competence showed a ceiling effect, wherein responses were
clustered at the high end (Figure 3). Given past research has shown that individuals overrate their
work performance (Heidemeier & Moser, 2009), this response pattern appears to be typical;
accordingly, I proceeded with the planned analyses.
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Additionally, the demographic makeup of the sample was examined. First, the rival and
no-rival groups were compared (Table 2). Results of analysis of variance tests that compared the
demographic makeup of the rival and no-rival groups showed no statistically significant
differences with p values ranging from .19 to .84. More specifically, the groups were similar
with each group mean demonstrating that the average participant was approximately 36 years old
and worked 39 hours a week. Further, the two groups were composed of ~66% women and
~80% identified as white. The two groups also had a median education of a Masters’ degree and
a mean salary in the range of $70,000-$79,999.
Hypothesis Testing
Prior to running regression analyses, correlations between variables were analyzed in
two ways, with each analysis conducted using the ‘Hmisc’ package (Harrell, 2019). First,
correlations were examined using the full sample (Table 6), and, second, correlations were
examined using only those who reported having a rivalry (Table 7). As shown in Table 6, having
a rival was significantly related to imposter syndrome and job turnover intent, while Table 7
shows that relative standing to one’s rival is significantly related to perceived competence and
imposter syndrome. Taken together, these correlations provide initial evidence that rivalry is
related to the hypothesized correlates. To further analyze these relationships, regression analyses
were then conducted using the ‘lm’ function for linear modeling from the ‘stats’ package (R
Core Team, 2019).
Hypothesis 1 stated that individuals with a rival report greater turnover intent than
those without a rival. To test this hypothesis, multiple regression was conducted that separately
regressed job and STEM turnover intent (measured at Time 3) onto a dummy coded rivalry
status variable (measured at Time 1) as well as the a priori selected control variables (measured
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at Time 1). Pertaining to job turnover intent, results revealed that rivalry status was positively
related to job turnover intent (B =.33, p = .01) after accounting for the control variables (Table
8). Pertaining to STEM turnover intent, results revealed that rivalry status was not significantly
related to STEM turnover intent (B =.13, p = .15) after accounting for control variables (Table
9). Taken together, results provided partial support for Hypothesis 1.
Hypothesis 2 stated that relative standing to one’s rival negatively relates to turnover
intent among those who have a rival. To test this hypothesis, multiple regression was conducted
that separately regressed job and STEM turnover intent (measured at Time 3) onto relative
standing (measured at Time 1) as well as the a priori selected control variables (measured at
Time 1). Pertaining to job turnover intent, results revealed that relative standing compared to
one’s rival was not significantly related to job turnover intent (B = -.06, p = .32) after accounting
for control variables (Table 10). Pertaining to STEM turnover intent, results revealed that
relative standing was also not significantly related to STEM turnover intent (B = -.05, p = .26)
after accounting for control variables (Table 11). Taken together, results did not provide support
for Hypothesis 2.
Hypothesis 3 stated that relative standing to one’s rival positively relates to perceived
competence among those who have a rival. To test this hypothesis, multiple regression was
conducted that regressed perceived competence (measured at Time 2) onto relative standing
(measured at Time 1) as well as the a priori selected control variables (measured at Time 1).
Results revealed that relative standing was significantly related to perceived competence (B =
.07, p = .002) after accounting for control variables (Table 12), providing support for Hypothesis
3.
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Hypothesis 4 stated that perceived competence negatively relates to turnover intent
among those who have a rival. To test this hypothesis, multiple regression was conducted that
separately regressed job and STEM turnover intent (measured at Time 3) onto perceived
competence (measured at Time 2) as well as the a priori selected control variables (measured at
Time 1). Pertaining to job turnover intent, results revealed perceived competence was
significantly related to job turnover intent (B = .43, p = .01) after accounting for control variables
(Table 13), however the direction of the relationship was opposite to prediction. Pertaining to
STEM turnover intent, results revealed that perceived competence was not significantly related
to STEM turnover intent (B = .10, p = .41) after accounting for control variables (Table 14).
Hypothesis 4 was not supported.
Hypothesis 5 stated that perceived competence mediates the relationship between
relative standing to one’s rival and turnover intent among those who have a rival. To analyze
this, a Preacher and Hayes (2004) mediation analysis was conducted using the PROCESS macro
(Hayes, 2017) in SPSS (IBM Corp, 2016). Specifically, estimates were drawn from 1000
bootstraps using PROCESS’ preprogrammed Model 4 for simple mediation with covariates
included. Related to job turnover intent, results supported an indirect effect through perceived
competence (B = .04, 95% CI =[ .02, .09]). In contrast, results did not support an indirect effect
from relative standing to STEM turnover intent as mediated by perceived competence (B = .01,
95% CI =[- .01, .04]). Taken together, results provided partial support for Hypothesis 5.
Hypothesis 6 stated that relative standing to one’s rival negatively relates to imposter
syndrome among those who have a rival. To test this hypothesis, multiple regression was
conducted that regressed imposter syndrome (measured at Time 2) onto relative standing
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(measured at Time 1) as well as the a priori selected control variables (measured at Time 1).
Results revealed that relative standing was not significantly related to imposter syndrome (B =
-.04, p = .16) after accounting for the control variables (Table 15), providing no support for
Hypothesis 6.
Hypothesis 7 stated that imposter syndrome positively relates to turnover intent among
those who have a rival. To test this hypothesis, multiple regression was conducted that separately
regressed job and STEM turnover intent (measured at Time 3) onto imposter syndrome
(measured at Time 2) as well as the a priori selected control variables (measured at Time 1).
Pertaining to job turnover intent, results revealed imposter syndrome was significantly related to
job turnover intent (B = -.31, p = .02) after accounting for control variables (Table 16), which
was significant but in the opposite direction of what was hypothesized. Pertaining to STEM
turnover intent, results revealed that that rivalry status was not significantly related to STEM
turnover intent (B = -.20, p = .052) after accounting for control variables (Table 17). Taken
together, results did not provide support for Hypothesis 7.
Hypothesis 8 stated that imposter syndrome mediates the relationship between relative
standing to one’s rival and turnover intent among those that have a rival. To analyze this, a
Preacher and Hayes (2004) mediation analysis was conducted using the PROCESS macro
(Hayes, 2017) in SPSS (IBM Corp, 2016). Specifically, estimates were drawn from 1000
bootstraps using PROCESS’ preprogrammed Model 4 for simple mediation with covariates
included. Related to job turnover intent, results did not provide support for an indirect effect
through imposter syndrome (B = .005, 95% CI =[- .03, .03]). Similarly, results did not support an
indirect effect from relative standing to STEM turnover intent as mediated by imposter syndrome
(B = .003, 95% CI =[-.02, .02]). Taken together, results did not provide support for Hypothesis 8.
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Next, moderations were tested. To test moderations, hierarchical regression was
conducted. In Step 1, the outcome variable (i.e. job turnover intent measured at Time 3) was
regressed onto the control variables (measured at Time 1). In Step 2, the outcome variable (i.e.
job turnover intent measured at Time 3) was regressed onto the hypothesized predictor (i.e.
relative standing measured at Time 1) and the control variables (measured at Time 1). In Step 3,
the outcome variable (i.e. job turnover measured at Time 3) was regressed onto the hypothesized
predictor (i.e. relative standing measured at Time 1), a priori selected control variables
(measured at Time 1), and focal actor gender (measured at Time 1). In Step 4, the outcome
variable (i.e. job turnover measured at Time 3) was regressed onto the hypothesized predictor
(i.e. relative standing measured at Time 1), a priori selected control variables (measured at Time
1), focal actor gender (measured at Time 1), and an interaction term. The interaction term was
computed by multiplying the gender dummy code (0 for women, 1 for men) and the
hypothesized predictor (i.e. relative standing measured at Time 1).
Hypothesis 9 stated that focal actor gender moderates the relationship of relative
standing to one’s rival and perceived competence such that the relationship is stronger for
women than men. To test this, relative standing was set as a predictor variable and perceived
competence was set as the outcome variable. As shown in Table 18, the interaction of relative
standing and gender (B = -.07, p = .13) was not significantly related to perceived competence,
and, thus, did not provide support for Hypothesis 9.
Hypothesis 10 stated that focal actor gender moderates the relationship of relative
standing to one’s rival and imposter syndrome such that the relationship is stronger for women
than men. To test this, relative standing was set as a predictor variable and imposter syndrome
was set as the outcome variable. As shown in Table 19, the interaction of relative standing and
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focal actor gender (B = .02, p = .77) was not significantly related to imposter syndrome, and,
thus, did not provide support for Hypothesis 10.
Hypothesis 11 stated that relative standing to one’s rival negatively relates to STEM
workforce turnover intent, and this relationship is moderated by focal actor gender such that
women display stronger relationships than men. To test this, relative standing was set as a
predictor variable and STEM turnover intent was set as the outcome variable. As shown in Table
20, the interaction of relative standing and focal actor gender (B = -.13 , p = .12) was not
significantly related to STEM turnover intent, and, thus, did not provide support for Hypothesis
11.
Hypothesis 12 stated that relative standing to one’s rival negatively relates to job
turnover intent, and this relationship is moderated by focal actor gender such that men display
stronger relationships than women. To test this, relative standing was set as a predictor variable
and job turnover intent was set as the outcome variable. As shown in Table 21, the interaction of
relative standing and focal actor gender (B = -.14, p = .21) was not significantly related to job
turnover intent, and, thus, did not provide support for Hypothesis 12.
Hypothesis 13 stated that perceived competence is negatively related to job turnover
intent and this relationship is moderated by focal actor gender such that men display stronger
relationships than women. To test this, perceived competence was set as a predictor variable and
job turnover intent was set as the outcome variable. As shown in Table 22, the interaction of
perceived competence and focal actor gender (B = -.26, p = .47) was not significantly related to
job turnover intent, and, thus, did not provide support for Hypothesis 13.
Hypothesis 14 stated that imposter syndrome is positively related to job turnover intent
and this relationship is moderated by focal actor gender such that men display stronger
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relationships than women. To test this, imposter syndrome was set as a predictor variable and job
turnover intent was set as the outcome variable. As shown in Table 23, the interaction of
imposter syndrome and focal actor gender (B = .13, p = .62) was not significantly related to job
turnover intent, and, thus, did not provide support for Hypothesis 14.
Hypothesis 15A stated that relative standing to one’s rival positively relates to
perceived competence and negatively relates to imposter syndrome and turnover intent, and these
relationships are moderated by rival gender such that perceived losing to a women rival is related
to stronger relationships than perceived losing to a man rival. To test each relationship, similar
steps were followed as laid out for the previous moderations with rival gender taking the place of
focal gender as a predictor variable. Additionally, relative standing was set as a predictor
variable for all analyses with the outcome variable varying to be reflect each hypothesized
outcome.
Results for perceived competence are shown in Table 24. The interaction of relative
standing and rival actor gender (B = .02, p = .71) was not significantly related to perceived
competence, and, thus, did not support Hypothesis 15A.
Results for imposter syndrome are shown in Table 25. The interaction of relative
standing and rival actor gender (B = .04, p = .50) was not significantly related to imposter
syndrome, and, thus, did not support Hypothesis 15A.
Results for job turnover intent are shown in Table 26. The interaction of relative
standing and rival actor gender (B = .03, p = .77) was not significantly related to job turnover
intent, and, thus, did not support Hypothesis 15A.
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Results for perceived STEM turnover intent are shown in Table 27, The interaction of
relative standing and rival actor gender (B = .01, p = .94) was not significantly related to STEM
turnover intent, and, thus, did not support Hypothesis 15A .
Taken together, the above results do not support that the interaction of relative standing
and rival actor gender, are related to perceived competence, imposter syndrome, or turnover
intent. Given this, results did not provide support for Hypothesis 15A.
Hypothesis 15B stated that, of the four gender dyads (man v. man, man v. woman,
woman v. woman, woman v. man), women who report a lesser relative standing to a woman
rival demonstrate the strongest relationships between relative standing to one’s rival and
imposter syndrome, perceived competence, and STEM field turnover intent. In order to test this
hypothesis, hierarchical regression was conducted that followed similar procedures to what was
described for the previous moderations. Namely, steps were followed that regressed the outcome
variable onto only the controls, the controls and relative standing, the controls, relative standing,
and the dyad group variable, and, lastly, the controls, relative standing, dyad group variable, and
an interaction term created by multiplying the dyad group variable and relative standing. Dyad
variables were dummy coded such that 0 identified a dyad group that was not the group of
interest and 1 identified the dyad group of interest. For example, for the women-women dyads,
woman focal actors with a woman rival were coded as 1, while woman focal actors with a man
rival and both dyad configurations with man focal actors were both coded as 0. For analyses
pertaining to hypothesis 15B the dyad group of interest was woman focal actors with woman
rivals, denoted as WW-dyads.
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Results for perceived competence are shown in Table 28. The interaction of WW-dyads
and relative standing (B = -.03, p = .47) was not significantly related to perceived competence,
and, thus, did not provide support for Hypothesis 15B.
Results for imposter syndrome are shown in Table 29. The interaction of WW-dyads
and relative standing (B = -.03, p = .63) was not significantly related to imposter syndrome, and,
thus, did not provide support for Hypothesis 15B.
Results for STEM turnover intent are shown in Table 30. The interaction of WWdyads and relative standing (B = .04, p = .62) was not significantly related to STEM turnover
intent, and, thus, did not provide support for Hypothesis 15B.
Taking all of these analyses into account, no support is provided for Hypothesis 15B.
In line with this, the dyadic makeup of the rivalry does not appear to moderate the relationship
between relative standing and the outcomes of interest.
Lastly, Hypothesis 15C stated that, of the four gender dyads, men who report a lesser
relative standing to a woman rival will demonstrate the strongest relationship between perceived
lesser standing relative to one’s rival to job turnover intent. To test this relationship, procedures
similar to those used for hypothesis 15B were used with the lone change being that the dyad of
interest was men focal actors with women rivals, denoted as MW-dyad. As shown in Table 31,
the interaction of MW-dyads and relative standing (B = -.01, p = .94) was not significantly
related to job turnover intent; accordingly, results did not provide support for hypothesis 15C.
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Table 1: Demographic information for entire sample of participants
Notes: Gender was coded with woman as 0 and men as 1. Salary as coded in $10,000 increments
beginning with “Under $9,999” coded as1 and ending with “Over $200,000” coded as 21.
Education was coded with “High School graduate” as 1, “Some college” as 2, “2 year degree” as
3, “4 year degree” as 4, “Masters’ degree” as 5, and “Doctorate degree” as 6. Each ethnicity
group was coded 0 for not identifying as a member of this group and 1 for identifying as a
member of this group.
N Mean
Rival Status
Age
Gender
Salary
Work Hours
Education
Ethnicity: White
Ethnicity: Black
Ethnicity: Latino
Ethnicity: Asian
Ethnicity: Other

893
888
893
879
893
892
893
893
893
893
893

0.43
36.41
0.33
8.31
39.28
5.09
0.79
0.06
0.08
0.10
0.02

SD

Median

Min

Max

Skew

0
33
0
7
40
5
1
0
0
0
0

0
19
0
1
20
1
0
0
0
0
0

1
81
1
21
81
6
1
1
1
1
1

0.30
0.99
0.71
0.83
-0.06
-0.79
-1.42
3.68
3.13
2.59
7.51

0.49
12.51
0.47
5.22
10.61
0.88
0.41
0.24
0.27
0.31
0.13
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Kurtosis
-1.91
0.14
-1.50
-0.03
0.67
0.72
0.01
11.57
7.82
4.70
54.42

Table 2: Demographic information for entire sample of participants grouped by rival/no-rival
status
Notes: Gender was coded with woman as 0 and men as 1. Salary as coded in $10,000 increments
beginning with “Under $9,999” coded as1 and ending with “Over $200,000” coded as 21.
Education was coded with “High School graduate” as 1, “Some college” as 2, “2 year
degree” as 3, “4 year degree” as 4, “Masters’ degree” as 5, and “Doctorate degree” as 6. Each
ethnicity group was coded 0 for not identifying as a member of this group and 1 for
identifying as a member of this group.
N Mean
No Rival Group
Age
Gender
Salary
Work Hours
Education
Ethnicity: White
Ethnicity: Black
Ethnicity: Latino
Ethnicity: Asian
Ethnicity: Other
Rival Group
Age
Gender
Salary
Work Hours
Education
Ethnicity: White
Ethnicity: Black
Ethnicity: Latino
Ethnicity: Asian
Ethnicity: Other

SD

Median

Min

Max

Skew

Kurtosis

509
513
506
513
513
513
513
513
513
513

36.89
0.35
8.16
39.15
5.06
0.77
0.06
0.08
0.11
0.02

13.15
0.48
5.14
10.27
0.89
0.42
0.24
0.28
0.31
0.13

33
0
7
40
5
1
0
0
0
0

20
0
1
20
1
0
0
0
0
0

81
1
21
81
6
1
1
1
1
1

0.96
0.65
0.88
-0.08
-0.87
-1.31
3.61
2.99
2.47
7.33

0.03
-1.58
0.10
0.96
1.15
-0.30
11.04
6.98
4.10
51.80

379
380
373
380
379
380
380
380
380
380

35.77
0.32
8.51
39.46
5.13
0.81
0.06
0.07
0.09
0.02

11.57
0.47
5.32
11.06
0.86
0.39
0.23
0.26
0.29
0.12

32
0
8
40
5
1
0
0
0
0

19
0
1
20
2
0
0
0
0
0

73
1
21
80
6
1
1
1
1
1

0.97
0.79
0.76
-0.06
-0.65
-1.58
3.77
3.33
2.76
7.74

0.12
-1.38
-0.21
0.31
-0.05
0.49
12.25
9.09
5.61
58.03
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Table 3: Demographic information for rival group across timepoints
Notes: Gender was coded with women as 0 and men as 1. Salary as coded in $10,000 increments beginning with “Under $9,999”
coded as1 and ending with “Over $200,000” coded as 21. Education was coded with “High School graduate” as 1, “Some college” as
2, “2 year degree” as 3, “4 year degree” as 4, “Masters’ degree” as 5, and “Doctorate degree” as 6. Each ethnicity group was coded 0
for not identifying as a member of this group and 1 for identifying as a member of this group. Med. columns denote the median.
Time 1
N
Rival Status
Age (in years)
Gender
Salary
Weekly work hours
Education
Ethnicity: White
Ethnicity: Black
Ethnicity: Latino
Ethnicity: Asian
Ethnicity: Other

380
379
380
373
380
379
380
380
380
380
380

Mean
1.00
35.77
0.32
8.51
39.46
5.13
0.81
0.06
0.07
0.09
0.02

Time 1 & 2
SD
0.00
11.57
0.47
5.32
11.06
0.86
0.39
0.23
0.26
0.29
0.12

Med.
1
32
0
8
40
5
1
0
0
0
0

N
206
206
206
205
206
206
206
206
206
206
206

Mean

SD

1.00 0.00
34.70 10.83
0.32 0.47
8.62 5.40
38.73 10.55
5.11 0.89
0.84 0.37
0.05 0.22
0.06 0.24
0.10 0.30
0.01 0.10
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Time 1 & 3
Med.
1
31
0
8
40
5
1
0
0
0
0

N
183
182
183
180
183
182
183
183
183
183
183

Mean

SD

1.00 0.00
35.68 11.53
0.34 0.47
8.94 5.43
39.89 11.09
5.20 0.85
0.84 0.37
0.04 0.21
0.08 0.27
0.08 0.28
0.01 0.10

Time 1, 2, & 3
Med.
1
32
0
8
40
5
1
0
0
0
0

N
150
150
150
149
150
150
150
150
150
150
150

Mean

SD

1.00 0.00
34.69 11.02
0.33 0.47
8.77 5.44
39.05 10.64
5.17 0.88
0.83 0.37
0.05 0.21
0.08 0.27
0.09 0.29
0.01 0.12

Med.
1
31
0
8
40
5
1
0
0
0
0

Table 4: Count of participants by STEM field across timepoints
Full Sample
Completed
Time 1
Chemistry
Computer and information science
and engineering (CISE)
Engineering
Geosciences
Life sciences
Materials research
Mathematical sciences
Physics and astronomy
Psychology
Social sciences
STEM education and learning
Total

893

Completed
Time 1
5

0

22
16
35
54
3
7
1
561
167
22

8
6
9
22
1
4
0
248
74
8
380
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Rival-Only Sample
Completed
Completed
Completed
Times 1 & 2
Times 1 & 3
Times 1, 2, & 3
0
0
0
3
5
2
6
0
3
0
144
40
3
206

2
5
2
6
0
1
0
128
36
3
183

2
4
2
4
0
1
0
104
30
3
150

Table 5: Descriptive statistics for study variables across full sample
Notes: Unless otherwise noted, variables were collected at time 1. T2 denotes a measure
collected at time 2. T3 denotes a measure collected at time 3.
N Mean
Rival Status
Relative Standing to Rival
Perceived Competence
Imposter Syndrome
Job Turnover Intent
STEM Turnover Intent
Focal Actor Gender
Rival Sex
Trait competitiveness
Positive Affect
Negative Affect
Perceived Competence (T2)
Imposter Syndrome (T2)
Job Turnover Intent (T3
STEM Turnover Intent (T3)

893
379
893
893
893
892
893
380
893
893
893
466
466
420
420

0.43
6.64
4.36
2.00
2.36
1.58
0.33
0.38
3.27
3.86
2.47
4.33
2.07
2.10
1.56

SD
0.49
1.92
0.68
0.92
1.34
0.91
0.47
0.49
0.95
0.49
0.62
0.66
0.89
1.24
0.91
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Median Min
0.00
6.60
4.50
1.86
2.00
1.00
0.00
0.00
3.25
3.80
2.50
4.50
1.86
1.67
1.00

Max

0.0 1.00
1.2 11.00
1.0 5.00
1.0 5.00
1.0 5.00
1.0 5.00
0.0 1.00
0.0 1.00
1.0 5.00
2.0 5.00
1.0 4.75
1.0 5.00
1.0 5.00
1.0 5.00
1.0 5.00

Skew Kurtosis
0.30
-0.16
-2.04
1.04
0.62
1.55
0.71
0.47
-0.37
-0.26
0.47
-1.70
0.88
0.85
1.68

-1.91
0.07
6.20
0.45
-0.95
1.57
-1.50
-1.78
-0.44
0.23
0.34
4.38
0.05
-0.59
2.10

Table 6: Correlation table for full sample
Notes: All variables were collected at Time 1 unless otherwise noted. T2 denotes that the variable was collected at Time 2. T3 denotes
that the variable was collected at Time 3. TOI is used to represent Turnover Intent. Rivalry Status was dummy coded with not having
a rival coded as 0 and having a rival coded as 1. Both Focal Gender and Rival Sex were coded with 0 for woman and 1 for man. *p <
.05. **p < .01. ***p < .001.

1. Rival Status

1

2

NA

(0.83)

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

0.19***

-

0.09**

0.01

(0.80)

10

11

12

13

14

15

-

2. Relative standing
3. Perceived Competence

0.01

4. Imposter Syndrome

0.15***

-0.23*** -0.31***

5. Job TOI

0.18***

-0.08

-0.04

0.09**

6. STEM TOI

0.01

0.04

-0.02

0.03

-0.03

0.03

-0.03

-0.04

-0.05

0.06

NA

0.02

0.00

-0.04

-0.05

-0.04

9. Trait Compete

0.23***

0.04

0.04

0.06

10. Positive Affect

0.07*

0.25*** 0.28***

-0.32***

11. Negative Affect

0.12***

-0.22*** -0.25***

0.47***

0.29*** 0.72***

-0.39***

0.02

-0.02

0.01

0.00

-0.06

-0.08

0.06

-0.34*** 0.46*** -0.40***

7. Focal Gender
8. Rival Sex

12. Perceived Competence T2

-0.06

0.29*** (0.89)
(0.93)
(0.88)
0.50***

0.13***
0.01
0.16***

(0.88)
-

0.10**
-0.03
0.07*

-0.07*

0.05

-0.09**

-0.08

0.16***

(0.69)

0.02

-0.30*** (0.75)

0.13**

0.34*** -0.22*** (0.88)

13. Imposter Syndrome T2

0.14**

-0.23** -0.40***

0.86***

0.10*

0.00

14. Job TOI T3

0.14*

-0.04

0.00

0.09

0.80***

0.46***

0.03

-0.02

0.14*

-0.07

0.16**

0.03

0.04

15. STEM TOI T3

0.08

-0.06

-0.13*

0.07

0.46***

0.68***

0.04

-0.05

0.07

-0.04

0.12*

-0.11*

0.03

0.59***

379

893

893

466

466

344

# of Responses

893

893

893

892

893

51

380

893

893

(0.93)
(0.88)
(0.88)
344

Table 7: Correlation table for sample of those with rivals
Notes: All variables were collected at Time 1 unless otherwise noted. T2 denotes that the variable was collected at Time 2. T3 denotes
that the variable was collected at Time 3. TOI is used to represent Turnover Intent. Both Focal Gender and Rival Sex were coded with
0 for woman and 1 for man. *p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .05.
1
1. Relative standing

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

(0.83)

2. Perceived Competence

0.29***

(0.89)

3. Imposter Syndrome

-0.23***

-0.45***

4. Job TOI

-0.08

-0.04

0.05

5. STEM TOI

0.04

-0.01

-0.01

6. Focal Gender

0.03

-0.01

-0.06

-0.07

0.04

7. Rival Sex

0.02

0.00

-0.04

-0.05

-0.04

8. Trait Compete

0.04

0.09

0.07

0.06

0.06

0.04

0.01

-0.08

0.05

0.15**

(0.69)

0.17***

0.02

-0.05

-0.08

0.07

-0.25***

9. Positive Affect
10. Negative Affect
11. Perceived Competence T2

(0.93)
(0.88)
0.46***

(0.88)
0.19***

-

0.11*

0.01

(0.80)

0.25***

0.44***

-0.30***

-0.22***

-0.33***

0.39***

0.75***

-0.44***

0.10

0.00

0.06

0.00

0.16*

0.41***

-0.52***

0.86***

0.03

-0.08

-0.10

-0.08

0.07

-0.34***

0.39***

-0.45***

(0.93)

0.29***

(0.75)
-0.18**

(0.88)

12. Imposter Syndrome T2

-0.23**

13. Job TOI T3

-0.04

0.04

-0.01

0.75***

0.37***

0.01

-0.02

0.08

-0.06

0.09

0.16

-0.09

14. STEM TOI T3

-0.06

-0.10

-0.01

0.46***

0.59***

-0.04

-0.05

-0.01

-0.06

0.07

0.01

-0.09

380

380

# of Responses

379

380

380

380

52

380

380

380

380

206

206

(0.88)
0.58***
150

(0.88)
150

Table 8: Regression table for relationship between rivalry status and job turnover intent used to
test Hypothesis 1
Notes: Unstandardized coefficient weights are reported at each step with the 95% confidence
interval reported within parentheses. *p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001. A Salary is coded in
10,000 increments beginning with “Under 9,999” coded as 1 and ending with “Over 200,000”
coded as 21. Education was coded with “High School graduate” as 1, “Some college” as 2, “2
year degree” as 3, “4 year degree” as 4, “Masters’ degree” as 5, and “Doctorate degree” as 6.
Each ethnicity group was coded 0 for not identifying as a member of this group and 1 for
identifying as a member of this group. Unless otherwise stated variables were collected at Time
1.
Dependent Variable: Job Turnover Intent (Time 3)
Step 1
B

Step 2

95% Conf. Int.

B

95% Conf. Int.

(Intercept)

1.57

(-0.11, 3.25)

1.81*

(0.13, 3.49)

Age

0.00

(-0.01, 0.01)

0.00

(-0.01, 0.01)

Ethnicity: White

-0.04

(-0.66, 0.59)

-0.10

(-0.72, 0.52)

Ethnicity: Asian

-0.1

(-0.75, 0.56)

-0.10

(-0.75, 0.55)

Ethnicity: Black

-0.08

(-0.88, 0.71)

-0.13

(-0.92, 0.66)

Ethnicity: Latino

0.12

(-0.53, 0.77)

0.05

(-0.60, 0.70)

Ethnicity: Other

1.00*

(0.00, 1.99)

1.01*

(0.03, 2.00)

Salary

-0.01

(-0.04, 0.02)

-0.01

(-0.04, 0.02)

Education

0.00

(-0.19, 0.19)

-0.01

(-0.20, 0.18)

Trait Competitiveness

0.19**

(0.06, 0.32)

0.16*

(0.02, 0.29)

Positive Affect

-0.11

(-0.36, 0.15)

-0.13

(-0.38, 0.13)

Negative Affect

0.16

(-0.04, 0.37)

0.13

(-0.07, 0.34)

0.33**

(0.08, 0.58)

Rival Status
Observations
Total R2

414

414

0.05

0.07

∆ R2

0.02**

F

6.92

53

Table 9: Regression table for relationship between rivalry status and STEM turnover intent used
to test Hypothesis 1
Notes: Unstandardized coefficient weights are reported at each step with the 95% confidence
interval reported within parentheses. *p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001. A Salary is coded in
10,000 increments beginning with “Under 9,999” coded as 1 and ending with “Over 200,000”
coded as 21. Education was coded with “High School graduate” as 1, “Some college” as 2, “2
year degree” as 3, “4 year degree” as 4, “Masters’ degree” as 5, and “Doctorate degree” as 6.
Each ethnicity group was coded 0 for not identifying as a member of this group and 1 for
identifying as a member of this group. Unless otherwise stated variables were collected at Time
1.
Dependent Variable: STEM Turnover Intent (Time 3)
Step 1
B

Step 2

95% Conf. Int.

B

95% Conf. Int.

(Intercept)

1.55*

(0.33, 2.78)

1.65**

(0.42, 2.88)

Age

0.01

(0.00, 0.02)

0.01

(0.00, 0.02)

Ethnicity: White

0.08

(-0.38, 0.54)

0.06

(-0.4, 0.51)

Ethnicity: Asian

0.13

(-0.35, 0.61)

0.13

(-0.35, 0.61)

Ethnicity: Black

-0.03

(-0.61, 0.55)

-0.05

(-0.63, 0.53)

Ethnicity: Latino

0.33

(-0.15, 0.81)

0.30

(-0.17, 0.78)

Ethnicity: Other

0.50

(-0.22, 1.23)

0.51

(-0.22, 1.23)

Salary

-0.01

(-0.04, 0.01)

-0.01

(-0.04, 0.01)

Education

-0.06

(-0.20, 0.08)

-0.07

(-0.20, 0.07)

0.09

(-0.01, 0.18)

0.07

(-0.02, 0.17)

Positive Affect

-0.10

(-0.29, 0.08)

-0.11

(-0.29, 0.08)

Negative Affect

0.09

(-0.06, 0.24)

0.08

(-0.07, 0.23)

0.13

(-0.05, 0.31)

Trait Competitiveness

Rival Status
Observations
Total R2

414

414

0.04

0.05

∆ R2

0.00

F

2.03

54

Table 10: Regression table for relationship between relative standing to rival and job turnover
intent used to test Hypothesis 2
Notes: Unstandardized coefficient weights are reported at each step with the 95% confidence
interval reported within parentheses. *p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001. A Salary is coded in
10,000 increments beginning with “Under 9,999” coded as 1 and ending with “Over 200,000”
coded as 21. Education was coded with “High School graduate” as 1, “Some college” as 2, “2
year degree” as 3, “4 year degree” as 4, “Masters’ degree” as 5, and “Doctorate degree” as 6.
Each ethnicity group was coded 0 for not identifying as a member of this group and 1 for
identifying as a member of this group. Unless otherwise stated variables were collected at Time
1.
Dependent Variable: Job Turnover Intent (Time 3)
B
(Intercept)

Step 1
95% Conf. Int.

B

Step 2
95% Conf. Int.

1.80

(-0.91, 4.52)

2.16

(-0.65, 4.96)

Age
Ethnicity: White
Ethnicity: Asian

0.00
-0.30
0.08

(-0.02, 0.02)
(-1.38, 0.77)
(-1.10, 1.26)

0.00
-0.35
0.07

(-0.02, 0.02)
(-1.43, 0.73)
(-1.11, 1.25)

Ethnicity: Black

-0.44

(-1.77, 0.88)

-0.55

(-1.89, 0.79)

Ethnicity: Latino
Ethnicity: Other
Salary

-0.19
1.97*
0.02

(-1.17, 0.79)
(0.09, 3.85)
(-0.03, 0.07)

-0.20
2.05*
0.02

(-1.18, 0.78)
(0.17, 3.94)
(-0.03, 0.07)

Education
Trait Competitiveness
Positive Affect

0.07
0.13
-0.12

(-0.23, 0.36)
(-0.10, 0.36)
(-0.52, 0.27)

0.06
0.12
-0.07

(-0.24, 0.35)
(-0.11, 0.35)
(-0.48, 0.33)

0.11

(-0.22, 0.43)

0.07
-0.06

(-0.26, 0.40)
(-0.17, 0.06)

Negative Affect
Relative Standing to Rival
Observations
Total R2
∆ R2

179
0.06

179
0.06
0.01

F

1.00

55

Table 11: Regression table for relationship between relative standing to rival and STEM
turnover intent used to test Hypothesis 2
Notes: Unstandardized coefficient weights are reported at each step with the 95% confidence
interval reported within parentheses. *p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001. A Salary is coded in
10,000 increments beginning with “Under 9,999” coded as 1 and ending with “Over 200,000”
coded as 21. Education was coded with “High School graduate” as 1, “Some college” as 2, “2
year degree” as 3, “4 year degree” as 4, “Masters’ degree” as 5, and “Doctorate degree” as 6.
Each ethnicity group was coded 0 for not identifying as a member of this group and 1 for
identifying as a member of this group. Unless otherwise stated variables were collected at Time
1.
Dependent Variable: STEM Turnover Intent (Time 3)

(Intercept)

B

Step 1
95% Conf. Int.

B

Step 2
95% Conf. Int.

2.13*

(0.15, 4.12)

2.42*

(0.38, 4.46)

Age
Ethnicity: White
Ethnicity: Asian

0.00
-0.11
0.23

(-0.01, 0.02)
(-0.90, 0.67)
(-0.64, 1.09)

0.00
-0.16
0.22

(-0.01, 0.02)
(-0.94, 0.63)
(-0.64, 1.08)

Ethnicity: Black

-0.42

(-1.39, 0.54)

-0.51

(-1.49, 0.47)

Ethnicity: Latino
Ethnicity: Other
Salary
Education
Trait Competitiveness
Positive Affect
Negative Affect
Relative Standing to Rival
Observations
Total R2
∆ R2

0.06
1.93**
0.01

(-0.65, 0.77)
(0.56, 3.30)
(-0.03, 0.04)

0.05
2.00**
0.01

(-0.66, 0.77)
(0.62, 3.37)
(-0.03, 0.04)

-0.07
0.02
-0.09

(-0.29, 0.14)
(-0.14, 0.19)
(-0.37, 0.2)

-0.08
0.02
-0.05

(-0.30, 0.13)
(-0.15, 0.18)
(-0.34, 0.25)

0.04

(-0.19, 0.28)

0.02
-0.05

(-0.22, 0.26)
(-0.13, 0.04)

179
0.06

179
0.07
0.01

F

1.26

56

Table 12: Regression table for relationship between relative standing to rival and perceived
competence used to test Hypothesis 3
Notes: Unstandardized coefficient weights are reported at each step with the 95% confidence
interval reported within parentheses. *p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001. A Salary is coded in
10,000 increments beginning with “Under 9,999” coded as 1 and ending with “Over 200,000”
coded as 21. Education was coded with “High School graduate” as 1, “Some college” as 2, “2
year degree” as 3, “4 year degree” as 4, “Masters’ degree” as 5, and “Doctorate degree” as 6.
Each ethnicity group was coded 0 for not identifying as a member of this group and 1 for
identifying as a member of this group. Unless otherwise stated variables were collected at Time
1.
Dependent Variable: Perceived Competence (Time 2)
B
(Intercept)
Age
Ethnicity: White
Ethnicity: Asian

2.59***
0.01
-0.06
-0.09

Step 1
95% Conf. Int.
(1.34, 3.83)
(0.00, 0.02)
(-0.52, 0.39)
(-0.56, 0.38)

B

Step 2
95% Conf. Int.

2.17*** (0.93, 3.41)
0.00
(-0.01, 0.01)
-0.03
(-0.48, 0.41)
-0.15
(-0.61, 0.31)

Ethnicity: Black

0.09

(-0.48, 0.66)

0.20

(-0.36, 0.77)

Ethnicity: Latino
Ethnicity: Other
Salary

0.12
-0.29
0.01

(-0.34, 0.58)
(-1.16, 0.59)
(-0.01, 0.04)

0.10
-0.39
0.01

(-0.35, 0.54)
(-1.25, 0.47)
(-0.01, 0.03)

Education
Trait Competitiveness
Positive Affect
Negative Affect
Relative Standing to Rival

-0.06
0.08
0.45***
-0.09

(-0.19, 0.06)
(-0.02, 0.18)
(0.27, 0.63)
(-0.24, 0.06)

-0.04
(-0.16, 0.08)
0.09
(-0.01, 0.19)
0.39*** (0.21, 0.58)
-0.06
(-0.21, 0.08)
0.07**
(0.03, 0.12)

Observations
Total R2
∆ R2

204
0.21

204
0.24
0.04**

F

9.75

57

Table 13: Regression table for relationship between perceived competence and job turnover
intent used to test Hypothesis 4
Notes: Unstandardized coefficient weights are reported at each step with the 95% confidence
interval reported within parentheses. *p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001. A Salary is coded in
10,000 increments beginning with “Under 9,999” coded as 1 and ending with “Over 200,000”
coded as 21. Education was coded with “High School graduate” as 1, “Some college” as 2, “2
year degree” as 3, “4 year degree” as 4, “Masters’ degree” as 5, and “Doctorate degree” as 6.
Each ethnicity group was coded 0 for not identifying as a member of this group and 1 for
identifying as a member of this group. Unless otherwise stated variables were collected at Time 1.
Dependent Variable: Job Turnover Intent (Time 3)
Step 1
B
(Intercept)

Step 2

95% Conf. Int.

B

95% Conf. Int.

1.27

(-1.6, 4.13)

0.17

(-2.76, 3.11)

Age

-0.01

(-0.03, 0.02)

-0.01

(-0.03, 0.02)

Ethnicity: White
Ethnicity: Asian

-0.10
0.17

(-1.20, 1.00)
(-1.02, 1.36)

-0.03
0.24

(-1.11, 1.05)
(-0.93, 1.41)

Ethnicity: Black

-0.06

(-1.42, 1.30)

-0.10

(-1.43, 1.23)

Ethnicity: Latino

-0.33

(-1.35, 0.69)

-0.37

(-1.37, 0.64)

Ethnicity: Other
Salary

2.22* (0.37, 4.07)
0.03 (-0.03, 0.08)

2.31* (0.50, 4.13)
0.02 (-0.03, 0.08)

Education
Trait Competitiveness

0.13
0.14

(-0.17, 0.44)
(-0.12, 0.39)

0.13
0.09

(-0.17, 0.43)
(-0.16, 0.34)

-0.16

(-0.60, 0.27)

-0.35

(-0.80, 0.10)

0.23

(-0.12, 0.57)

0.29

(-0.06, 0.63)

Positive Affect
Negative Affect
Perceived Competence (Time
2)
Observations
Total R2

0.43* (0.10, 0.75)
149

149

0.09

0.13

2

∆R

0.04*

F

6.57

58

Table 14: Regression table for relationship between perceived competence and STEM turnover
intent used to test Hypothesis 4
Notes: Unstandardized coefficient weights are reported at each step with the 95% confidence
interval reported within parentheses. *p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001. A Salary is coded in
10,000 increments beginning with “Under 9,999” coded as 1 and ending with “Over 200,000”
coded as 21. Education was coded with “High School graduate” as 1, “Some college” as 2, “2
year degree” as 3, “4 year degree” as 4, “Masters’ degree” as 5, and “Doctorate degree” as 6.
Each ethnicity group was coded 0 for not identifying as a member of this group and 1 for
identifying as a member of this group. Unless otherwise stated variables were collected at Time 1.
Dependent Variable: STEM Turnover Intent (Time 3)

(Intercept)
Age

B
2.01
0.00

Step 1
95% Conf. Int.
(-0.14, 4.15)
(-0.02, 0.02)

B
1.74
0.00

Step 2
95% Conf. Int.
(-0.50, 3.98)
(-0.02, 0.02)

Ethnicity: White

-0.31

(-1.13, 0.51)

-0.29

(-1.12, 0.53)

Ethnicity: Asian
Ethnicity: Black

0.10
-0.49

(-0.79, 0.99)
(-1.51, 0.52)

0.12
-0.50

(-0.77, 1.01)
(-1.52, 0.51)

Ethnicity: Latino

-0.16

(-0.92, 0.61)

-0.16

(-0.93, 0.60)

Ethnicity: Other
Salary

1.96**
-0.01

(0.58, 3.34)
(-0.05, 0.03)

1.98** (0.59, 3.36)
-0.01
(-0.05, 0.03)

Education

0.03

(-0.20, 0.25)

0.03

(-0.20, 0.25)

Trait Competitiveness

-0.01

(-0.20, 0.18)

-0.02

(-0.21, 0.17)

Positive Affect
Negative Affect

-0.11
0.11

(-0.43, 0.21)
(-0.15, 0.37)

-0.16
0.12

(-0.50, 0.19)
(-0.14, 0.38)

0.10

(-0.15, 0.35)

Perceived Competence (Time 2)
Observations
Total R2
∆ R2

149

149

0.08

0.09
0

F

0.67

59

Table 15: Regression table for relationship between relative standing to rival and imposter
syndrome used to test Hypothesis 6
Notes: Unstandardized coefficient weights are reported at each step with the 95% confidence
interval reported within parentheses. *p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001. A Salary is coded in
10,000 increments beginning with “Under 9,999” coded as 1 and ending with “Over 200,000”
coded as 21. Education was coded with “High School graduate” as 1, “Some college” as 2, “2
year degree” as 3, “4 year degree” as 4, “Masters’ degree” as 5, and “Doctorate degree” as 6.
Each ethnicity group was coded 0 for not identifying as a member of this group and 1 for
identifying as a member of this group. Unless otherwise stated variables were collected at Time 1.
Dependent Variable: Imposter Syndrome (Time 2)
Step 1
Step 2
B
95% Conf. Int.
B
95% Conf. Int.
(Intercept)
2.39**
(0.74, 4.05)
2.65**
(0.96, 4.34)
Age
-0.02**
(-0.03, -0.01)
-0.02**
(-0.03, -0.01)
Ethnicity: White
0.29
(-0.31, 0.90)
0.28
(-0.33, 0.88)
Ethnicity: Asian
0.41
(-0.21, 1.04)
0.45
(-0.18, 1.08)
Ethnicity: Black
0.27
(-0.49, 1.03)
0.20
(-0.57, 0.97)
Ethnicity: Latino
0.09
(-0.52, 0.70)
0.10
(-0.51, 0.71)
Ethnicity: Other
0.41
(-0.75, 1.58)
0.48
(-0.69, 1.65)
Salary
0.02
(-0.01, 0.05)
0.02
(-0.01, 0.05)
Education
0.05
(-0.12, 0.21)
0.03
(-0.13, 0.20)
Trait Competitiveness
0.08
(-0.05, 0.22)
0.08
(-0.06, 0.21)
Positive Affect
-0.44*** (-0.68, -0.19)
-0.40**
(-0.65, -0.15)
Negative Affect
0.47***
(0.28, 0.67)
0.46***
(0.26, 0.66)
Relative Standing to Rival
-0.04
(-0.11, 0.02)
Observations
Total R2
∆ R2
F

204
0.26

204
0.27
0.01
2.01

60

Table 16: Regression table for relationship between imposter syndrome and job turnover intent
used to test Hypothesis 7
Notes: Unstandardized coefficient weights are reported at each step with the 95% confidence
interval reported within parentheses. *p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001. A Salary is coded in
10,000 increments beginning with “Under 9,999” coded as 1 and ending with “Over 200,000”
coded as 21. Education was coded with “High School graduate” as 1, “Some college” as 2, “2
year degree” as 3, “4 year degree” as 4, “Masters’ degree” as 5, and “Doctorate degree” as 6.
Each ethnicity group was coded 0 for not identifying as a member of this group and 1 for
identifying as a member of this group. Unless otherwise stated variables were collected at Time 1.
Dependent Variable: Job Turnover Intent (Time 3)

(Intercept)

B
1.27

Step 1
95% Conf. Int.
(-1.60, 4.13)

B
1.96

Step 2
95% Conf. Int.
(-0.92, 4.84)

Age
Ethnicity: White
Ethnicity: Asian

-0.01
-0.10
0.17

(-0.03, 0.02)
(-1.20, 1.00)
(-1.02, 1.36)

-0.01
0.03
0.36

(-0.04, 0.01)
(-1.06, 1.11)
(-0.83, 1.54)

Ethnicity: Black

-0.06

(-1.42, 1.30)

0.12

(-1.23, 1.46)

Ethnicity: Latino
Ethnicity: Other
Salary

-0.33
2.22*
0.03

(-1.35, 0.69)
(0.37, 4.07)
(-0.03, 0.08)

-0.33
2.30*
0.03

(-1.33, 0.68)
(0.48, 4.12)
(-0.03, 0.08)

Education
Trait Competitiveness
Positive Affect

0.13
0.14
-0.16

(-0.17, 0.44)
(-0.12, 0.39)
(-0.60, 0.27)

0.14
0.19
-0.30

(-0.16, 0.44)
(-0.07, 0.44)
(-0.74, 0.14)

0.23

(-0.12, 0.57)

0.36
-0.31*

(0.00, 0.71)
(-0.58, -0.05)

Negative Affect
Imposter Syndrome (Time 2)
Observations
Total R2
∆ R2

149
0.09

149
0.12
0.03*

F

5.41

61

Table 17: Regression table for relationship between imposter syndrome and STEM turnover
intent used to test Hypothesis 7
Notes: Unstandardized coefficient weights are reported at each step with the 95% confidence
interval reported within parentheses. *p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001. A Salary is coded in
10,000 increments beginning with “Under 9,999” coded as 1 and ending with “Over 200,000”
coded as 21. Education was coded with “High School graduate” as 1, “Some college” as 2, “2
year degree” as 3, “4 year degree” as 4, “Masters’ degree” as 5, and “Doctorate degree” as 6.
Each ethnicity group was coded 0 for not identifying as a member of this group and 1 for
identifying as a member of this group. Unless otherwise stated variables were collected at Time 1.
Dependent Variable: STEM Turnover Intent (Time 3)

(Intercept)
Age
Ethnicity: White
Ethnicity: Asian
Ethnicity: Black
Ethnicity: Latino
Ethnicity: Other
Salary
Education
Trait Competitiveness
Positive Affect
Negative Affect
Imposter Syndrome (Time 2)
Observations
Total R2
∆ R2
F

B
2.01
0.00
-0.31
0.1
-0.49
-0.16
1.96**
-0.01
0.03
-0.01
-0.11
0.11

Step 1
95% Conf. Int.
(-0.14, 4.15)
(-0.02, 0.02)
(-1.13, 0.51)
(-0.79, 0.99)
(-1.51, 0.52)
(-0.92, 0.61)
(0.58, 3.34)
(-0.05, 0.03)
(-0.20, 0.25)
(-0.20, 0.18)
(-0.43, 0.21)
(-0.15, 0.37)

149
0.08

Step 2
B
95% Conf. Int.
2.45*
(0.28, 4.61)
0.00
(-0.02, 0.02)
-0.23
(-1.05, 0.59)
0.22
(-0.67, 1.11)
-0.38
(-1.39, 0.63)
-0.15
(-0.91, 0.60)
2.00**
(0.64, 3.37)
-0.01
(-0.05, 0.03)
0.03
(-0.19, 0.26)
0.02
(-0.17, 0.21)
-0.20
(-0.53, 0.14)
0.19
(-0.08, 0.46)
-0.20
(-0.40, 0.00)
149
0.11
0.03
3.83

62

Table 18: Regression table for relationship between relative standing to rival and perceived competence with focal gender inputted as
a moderator used to test Hypothesis 9
Notes: Unstandardized coefficient weights are reported at each step with the 95% confidence interval reported within parentheses. *p < .05. **p < .01. ***p <
.001. A Salary is coded in 10,000 increments beginning with “Under 9,999” coded as 1 and ending with “Over 200,000” coded as 21. Education was coded
with “High School graduate” as 1, “Some college” as 2, “2 year degree” as 3, “4 year degree” as 4, “Masters’ degree” as 5, and “Doctorate degree” as 6.
Each ethnicity group was coded 0 for not identifying as a member of this group and 1 for identifying as a member of this group. Unless otherwise stated
variables were collected at Time 1.
Dependent Variable: Perceived Competence (Time 2)

(Intercept)
Age
Ethnicity: White
Ethnicity: Asian
Ethnicity: Black
Ethnicity: Latino
Ethnicity: Other
Salary
Education
Trait Competitiveness
Positive Affect
Negative Affect
Relative Standing to Rival
Focal Actor Gender
Relative Standing to Rival *
Focal Actor Gender
Observations
Total R2
∆ R2
F

Step 1
95% Conf.
B
Int.
2.59***
(1.34, 3.83)
0.01
(0.00, 0.02)
-0.06
(-0.52, 0.39)
-0.09
(-0.56, 0.38)
0.09
(-0.48, 0.66)
0.12
(-0.34, 0.58)
-0.29
(-1.16, 0.59)
0.01
(-0.01, 0.04)
-0.06
(-0.19, 0.06)
0.08
(-0.02, 0.18)
0.45***
(0.27, 0.63)
-0.09
(-0.24, 0.06)

204
0.21

Step 2
95% Conf.
B
Int.
2.17*** (0.93, 3.41)
0.00
(-0.01, 0.01)
-0.03
(-0.48, 0.41)
-0.15
(-0.61, 0.31)
0.20
(-0.36, 0.77)
0.10
(-0.35, 0.54)
-0.39
(-1.25, 0.47)
0.01
(-0.01, 0.03)
-0.04
(-0.16, 0.08)
0.09
(-0.01, 0.19)
0.39*** (0.21, 0.58)
-0.06
(-0.21, 0.08)
0.07**
(0.03, 0.12)

204
0.24
0.04**
9.81
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Step 3
95% Conf.
B
Int.
2.15*** (0.91, 3.39)
0.00
(-0.01, 0.01)
0.01
(-0.44, 0.47)
-0.12
(-0.58, 0.34)
0.26
(-0.32, 0.83)
0.11
(-0.34, 0.56)
-0.39
(-1.25, 0.47)
0.01
(-0.01, 0.04)
-0.05
(-0.17, 0.08)
0.08
(-0.02, 0.18)
0.4***
(0.22, 0.59)
-0.06
(-0.21, 0.09)
0.07**
(0.03, 0.12)
0.09
(-0.10, 0.28)

204
0.25
0.00
0.89

Step 4
95% Conf.
B
Int.
1.97**
(0.71, 3.23)
0.00
(-0.01, 0.01)
-0.02
(-0.48, 0.44)
-0.17
(-0.64, 0.30)
0.24
(-0.33, 0.81)
0.14
(-0.31, 0.59)
-0.29
(-1.15, 0.58)
0.01
(-0.01, 0.03)
-0.03
(-0.16, 0.09)
0.08
(-0.02, 0.18)
0.41*** (0.22, 0.59)
-0.07
(-0.22, 0.08)
0.09*** (0.04, 0.15)
0.56
(-0.07, 1.19)
-0.07
(-0.17, 0.02)
204
0.26
0.01
2.33

Table 19: Regression table for relationship between relative standing to rival and imposter syndrome with focal gender inputted as a
moderator used to test Hypothesis 10
Notes: Unstandardized coefficient weights are reported at each step with the 95% confidence interval reported within parentheses. *p < .05. **p < .01. ***p <
.001. A Salary is coded in 10,000 increments beginning with “Under 9,999” coded as 1 and ending with “Over 200,000” coded as 21. Education was coded with
“High School graduate” as 1, “Some college” as 2, “2 year degree” as 3, “4 year degree” as 4, “Masters’ degree” as 5, and “Doctorate degree” as 6. Each
ethnicity group was coded 0 for not identifying as a member of this group and 1 for identifying as a member of this group. Unless otherwise stated variables were
collected at Time 1.
Dependent Variable: Imposter Syndrome (Time 2)
B
(Intercept)
Age
Ethnicity: White
Ethnicity: Asian
Ethnicity: Black
Ethnicity: Latino
Ethnicity: Other
Salary
Education
Trait Competitiveness
Positive Affect
Negative Affect
Relative Standing to Rival
Focal Actor Gender
Relative Standing to Rival *
Focal Actor Gender
Observations
Total R2
∆ R2
F

2.39**
-0.02**
0.29
0.41
0.27
0.09
0.41
0.02
0.05
0.08
-0.44***
0.47***

204
0.26

Step 1
95% Conf. Int.
(0.74, 4.05)
(-0.03, -0.01)
(-0.31, 0.90)
(-0.21, 1.04)
(-0.49, 1.03)
(-0.52, 0.70)
(-0.75, 1.58)
(-0.01, 0.05)
(-0.12, 0.21)
(-0.05, 0.22)
(-0.68, -0.19)
(0.28, 0.67)

B

Step 2
95% Conf. Int.

2.65**
-0.02**
0.28
0.45
0.20
0.10
0.48
0.02
0.03
0.08
-0.40**
0.46***
-0.04

204
0.27
0.01
2.01
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(0.96, 4.34)
(-0.03, -0.01)
(-0.33, 0.88)
(-0.18, 1.08)
(-0.57, 0.97)
(-0.51, 0.71)
(-0.69, 1.65)
(-0.01, 0.05)
(-0.13, 0.2)
(-0.06, 0.21)
(-0.65, -0.15)
(0.26, 0.66)
(-0.11, 0.02)

Step 3
B
95% Conf. Int.
2.7**
-0.02**
0.19
0.39
0.09
0.07
0.48
0.01
0.05
0.09
-0.42**
0.46***
-0.04
-0.17

204
0.28
0.01
1.81

(1.01, 4.39)
(-0.03, 0.00)
(-0.43, 0.81)
(-0.24, 1.02)
(-0.69, 0.87)
(-0.54, 0.68)
(-0.68, 1.65)
(-0.02, 0.04)
(-0.12, 0.22)
(-0.05, 0.22)
(-0.67, -0.17)
(0.26, 0.65)
(-0.10, 0.02)
(-0.43, 0.08)

Step 4
B
95% Conf. Int.
2.74**
-0.02**
0.20
0.40
0.10
0.06
0.46
0.01
0.05
0.09
-0.42**
0.46***
-0.05
-0.30
0.02
204
0.28
0.00
0.09

(1.02, 4.47)
(-0.03, 0.00)
(-0.43, 0.82)
(-0.24, 1.04)
(-0.69, 0.88)
(-0.55, 0.68)
(-0.73, 1.64)
(-0.02, 0.04)
(-0.12, 0.21)
(-0.05, 0.22)
(-0.67, -0.17)
(0.26, 0.66)
(-0.12, 0.02)
(-1.16, 0.56)
(-0.11, 0.15)

Table 20: Regression table for relationship between relative standing to rival and STEM turnover intent with focal gender inputted as
a moderator used to test Hypothesis 11
Notes: Unstandardized coefficient weights are reported at each step with the 95% confidence interval reported within parentheses. *p < .05. **p < .01. ***p <
.001. A Salary is coded in 10,000 increments beginning with “Under 9,999” coded as 1 and ending with “Over 200,000” coded as 21. Education was coded with
“High School graduate” as 1, “Some college” as 2, “2 year degree” as 3, “4 year degree” as 4, “Masters’ degree” as 5, and “Doctorate degree” as 6. Each
ethnicity group was coded 0 for not identifying as a member of this group and 1 for identifying as a member of this group. Unless otherwise stated variables were
collected at Time 1.
Dependent Variable: STEM Turnover Intent (Time 3)
B

Step 1
95% Conf. Int.

B

Step 2
95% Conf. Int.

B

Step 3
95% Conf. Int.

B

Step 4
95% Conf. Int.

Intercept)
Age
Ethnicity: White
Ethnicity: Asian
Ethnicity: Black
Ethnicity: Latino
Ethnicity: Other
Salary
Education

2.13*
0.00
-0.11
0.23
-0.42
0.06
1.93**
0.01
-0.07

(0.15, 4.12)
(-0.01, 0.02)
(-0.90, 0.67)
(-0.64, 1.09)
(-1.39, 0.54)
(-0.65, 0.77)
(0.56, 3.30)
(-0.03, 0.04)
(-0.29, 0.14)

2.42*
0.00
-0.16
0.22
-0.51
0.05
2.00**
0.01
-0.08

(0.38, 4.46)
(-0.01, 0.02)
(-0.94, 0.63)
(-0.64, 1.08)
(-1.49, 0.47)
(-0.66, 0.77)
(0.62, 3.37)
(-0.03, 0.04)
(-0.30, 0.13)

2.51*
0.01
-0.32
0.1
-0.65
0
2.00**
0.01
-0.06

(0.48, 4.55)
(-0.01, 0.02)
(-1.12, 0.49)
(-0.76, 0.97)
(-1.63, 0.34)
(-0.71, 0.71)
(0.63, 3.36)
(-0.03, 0.04)
(-0.27, 0.16)

2.19*
0.01
-0.37
0.03
-0.61
0.06
2.16**
0.00
-0.05

(0.12, 4.25)
(-0.01, 0.02)
(-1.17, 0.43)
(-0.84, 0.90)
(-1.59, 0.37)
(-0.65, 0.77)
(0.78, 3.53)
(-0.03, 0.04)
(-0.26, 0.17)

Trait Competitiveness
Positive Affect
Negative Affect
Relative Standing to Rival
Focal Actor Gender
Relative Standing to Rival *
Focal Actor Gender

0.02
-0.09
0.04

(-0.14, 0.19)
(-0.37, 0.20)
(-0.19, 0.28)

0.02
-0.05
0.02
-0.05

(-0.15, 0.18)
(-0.34, 0.25)
(-0.22, 0.26)
(-0.13, 0.04)

0.04
-0.07
0.01
-0.05
-0.28

(-0.13, 0.21)
(-0.37, 0.22)
(-0.23, 0.25)
(-0.13, 0.03)
(-0.60, 0.04)

0.05
-0.09
-0.01
0.00
0.54
-0.13

(-0.11, 0.22)
(-0.38, 0.21)
(-0.25, 0.23)
(-0.10, 0.11)
(-0.54, 1.62)
(-0.28, 0.03)

Observations
Total R2
∆ R2
F

179
0.06

179
0.07
0.01
1.28

179
0.09
0.02
3.01
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179
0.1
0.01
2.47

Table 21: Regression table for relationship between relative standing to rival and job turnover intent with focal gender inputted as a moderator used to test
Hypothesis 12
Notes: Unstandardized coefficient weights are reported at each step with the 95% confidence interval reported within parentheses. *p < .05. **p < .01. ***p <
.001. A Salary is coded in 10,000 increments beginning with “Under 9,999” coded as 1 and ending with “Over 200,000” coded as 21. Education was coded
with “High School graduate” as 1, “Some college” as 2, “2 year degree” as 3, “4 year degree” as 4, “Masters’ degree” as 5, and “Doctorate degree” as 6.
Each ethnicity group was coded 0 for not identifying as a member of this group and 1 for identifying as a member of this group. Unless otherwise stated
variables were collected at Time 1.
Dependent Variable: Job Turnover Intent (Time 3)
Step 1
B
(Intercept)
Age
Ethnicity: White
Ethnicity: Asian
Ethnicity: Black
Ethnicity: Latino
Ethnicity: Other
Salary
Education
Trait Competitiveness
Positive Affect
Negative Affect
Relative Standing to Rival
Focal Actor Gender

Step 2

95% Conf. Int.

B

Step 3

95% Conf. Int.

B

2

Total R
∆ R2
F

95% Conf. Int.

B

95% Conf. Int.

1.80

(-0.91, 4.52)

2.16

(-0.65, 4.96)

2.22

(-0.59, 5.03)

1.86

(-1.00, 4.72)

0.00
-0.3
0.08
-0.44
-0.19
1.97*
0.02

(-0.02, 0.02)
(-1.38, 0.77)
(-1.10, 1.26)
(-1.77, 0.88)
(-1.17, 0.79)
(0.09, 3.85)
(-0.03, 0.07)

0.00
-0.35
0.07
-0.55
-0.20
2.05*
0.02

(-0.02, 0.02)
(-1.43, 0.73)
(-1.11, 1.25)
(-1.89, 0.79)
(-1.18, 0.78)
(0.17, 3.94)
(-0.03, 0.07)

0.00
-0.47
-0.01
-0.65
-0.24
2.05*
0.02

(-0.02, 0.03)
(-1.58, 0.64)
(-1.21, 1.18)
(-2.01, 0.71)
(-1.22, 0.75)
(0.17, 3.94)
(-0.03, 0.07)

0.00
-0.53
-0.10
-0.61
-0.17
2.23*
0.02

(-0.02, 0.03)
(-1.64, 0.58)
(-1.30, 1.10)
(-1.97, 0.75)
(-1.16, 0.81)
(0.33, 4.13)
(-0.03, 0.07)

0.07

(-0.23, 0.36)

0.06

(-0.24, 0.35)

0.08

(-0.22, 0.37)

0.09

(-0.21, 0.38)

0.13
-0.12
0.11

(-0.10, 0.36)
(-0.52, 0.27)
(-0.22, 0.43)

0.12
-0.07
0.07
-0.06

(-0.11, 0.35)
(-0.48, 0.33)
(-0.26, 0.4)
(-0.17, 0.06)

0.14
-0.09
0.07
-0.06
-0.21

(-0.09, 0.37)
(-0.50, 0.31)
(-0.27, 0.40)
(-0.17, 0.05)
(-0.65, 0.24)

0.16
-0.11
0.04
0.00
0.7
-0.14

(-0.08, 0.39)
(-0.51, 0.3)
(-0.29, 0.37)
(-0.15, 0.15)
(-0.80, 2.20)
(-0.36, 0.08)

Relative Standing to Rival *
Focal Actor Gender
Observations

Step 4

179
0.06

179

179

179

0.06
0.01

0.07
0.00

0.07
0.01

1

0.84

1.57

66

Table 22: Regression table for relationship between perceived competence and job turnover intent with focal gender inputted as a moderator used to test
Hypothesis 13
Notes: Unstandardized coefficient weights are reported at each step with the 95% confidence interval reported within parentheses. *p < .05. **p < .01. ***p <
.001.Gender was coded with women as 0 and men as 1. Salary as coded in $10,000 increments beginning with “Under $9,999” coded as1 and ending with “Over
$200,000” coded as 21. Education was coded with “High School graduate” as 1, “Some college” as 2, “2 year degree” as 3, “4 year degree” as 4, “Masters’
degree” as 5, and “Doctorate degree” as 6. Each ethnicity group was coded 0 for not identifying as a member of this group and 1 for identifying as a member of
this group. Unless otherwise stated variables were collected at Time 1
Dependent Variable: Job Turnover Intent (Time 3)
B
(Intercept)
Age
Ethnicity: White
Ethnicity: Asian
Ethnicity: Black
Ethnicity: Latino
Ethnicity: Other
Salary
Education
Trait Competitiveness
Positive Affect
Negative Affect
Perceived Competence (Time 2)
Focal Actor Gender
Perceived Competence *
Focal Actor Gender
Observations
Total R2
∆ R2
F

1.27
-0.01
-0.10
0.17
-0.06
-0.33
2.22*
0.03
0.13
0.14
-0.16
0.23

149
0.09

Step 1
95% Conf. Int.
(-1.6, 4.13)
(-0.03, 0.02)
(-1.20, 1.00)
(-1.02, 1.36)
(-1.42, 1.30)
(-1.35, 0.69)
(0.37, 4.07)
(-0.03, 0.08)
(-0.17, 0.44)
(-0.12, 0.39)
(-0.60, 0.27)
(-0.12, 0.57)

Step 2
95% Conf. Int.

B
0.17
-0.01
-0.03
0.24
-0.10
-0.37
2.31*
0.02
0.13
0.09
-0.35
0.29
0.43*

149
0.13
0.04*
6.51
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(-2.76, 3.11)
(-0.03, 0.02)
(-1.11, 1.05)
(-0.93, 1.41)
(-1.43, 1.23)
(-1.37, 0.64)
(0.50, 4.13)
(-0.03, 0.08)
(-0.17, 0.43)
(-0.16, 0.34)
(-0.80, 0.1)0
(-0.06, 0.63)
(0.1, 0.75)

B

Step 3
95% Conf. Int.

0.19
-0.01
-0.09
0.18
-0.16
-0.38
2.31*
0.02
0.14
0.1
-0.36
0.28
0.43*
-0.12

(-2.75, 3.14)
(-0.03, 0.02)
(-1.20, 1.02)
(-1.01, 1.37)
(-1.52, 1.20)
(-1.39, 0.62)
(0.50, 4.13)
(-0.03, 0.08)
(-0.16, 0.45)
(-0.15, 0.35)
(-0.82, 0.09)
(-0.06, 0.63)
(0.10, 0.76)
(-0.59, 0.35)

149
0.13
0.00
0.26

B
-0.14
-0.01
-0.09
0.15
-0.18
-0.36
2.34*
0.02
0.14
0.1
-0.35
0.3
0.49**
1.03
-0.26
149
0.13
0.00
0.53

Step 4
95% Conf. Int.
(-3.23, 2.94)
(-0.03, 0.02)
(-1.20, 1.03)
(-1.05, 1.35)
(-1.54, 1.18)
(-1.37, 0.65)
(0.51, 4.16)
(-0.03, 0.08)
(-0.17, 0.44)
(-0.15, 0.35)
(-0.80, 0.11)
(-0.05, 0.64)
(0.12, 0.86)
(-2.13, 4.18)
(-0.98, 0.45)

Table 23: Regression table for relationship between imposter syndrome and job turnover intent with focal gender inputted as a moderator used to test Hypothesis
14
Notes: Unstandardized coefficient weights are reported at each step with the 95% confidence interval reported within parentheses. *p < .05. **p < .01. ***p <
.001.Gender was coded with women as 0 and men as 1. Salary as coded in $10,000 increments beginning with “Under $9,999” coded as1 and ending with “Over
$200,000” coded as 21. Education was coded with “High School graduate” as 1, “Some college” as 2, “2 year degree” as 3, “4 year degree” as 4, “Masters’
degree” as 5, and “Doctorate degree” as 6. Each ethnicity group was coded 0 for not identifying as a member of this group and 1 for identifying as a member of
this group. Unless otherwise stated variables were collected at Time 1.
Dependent Variable: Job Turnover Intent (Time 3)

(Intercept)
Age
Ethnicity: White
Ethnicity: Asian
Ethnicity: Black
Ethnicity: Latino
Ethnicity: Other
Salary
Education
Trait Competitiveness
Positive Affect
Negative Affect
Imposter Syndrome (Time 2)
Focal Actor Gender
Imposter Syndrome *
Focal Actor Gender
Observations
Total R2
∆ R2
F

B
1.27
-0.01
-0.10
0.17
-0.06
-0.33
2.22*
0.03
0.13
0.14
-0.16
0.23

149
0.09

Step 1
95% Conf. Int.
(-1.60, 4.13)
(-0.03, 0.02)
(-1.20, 1.00)
(-1.02, 1.36)
(-1.42, 1.30)
(-1.35, 0.69)
(0.37, 4.07)
(-0.03, 0.08)
(-0.17, 0.44)
(-0.12, 0.39)
(-0.6, 0.27)
(-0.12, 0.57)

B
1.96
-0.01
0.03
0.36
0.12
-0.33
2.30*
0.03
0.14
0.19
-0.30
0.36
-0.31*

Step 2
95% Conf. Int.
(-0.92, 4.84)
(-0.04, 0.01)
(-1.06, 1.11)
(-0.83, 1.54)
(-1.23, 1.46)
(-1.33, 0.68)
(0.48, 4.12)
(-0.03, 0.08)
(-0.16, 0.44)
(-0.07, 0.44)
(-0.74, 0.14)
(0.00, 0.71)
(-0.58, -0.05)

149
0.12
0.03*
5.35

Step 3
B
95% Conf. Int.
2.02
(-0.88, 4.92)
-0.01
(-0.04, 0.01)
-0.04
(-1.16, 1.07)
0.30
(-0.91, 1.50)
0.05
(-1.32, 1.42)
-0.34
(-1.35, 0.67)
2.30*
(0.47, 4.12)
0.03
(-0.03, 0.08)
0.16
(-0.15, 0.46)
0.20
(-0.06, 0.45)
-0.31
(-0.76, 0.13)
0.35
(-0.01, 0.71)
-0.32* (-0.59, -0.05)
-0.13
(-0.60, 0.34)

149
0.12
0.00
0.31

68

B
2.01
-0.01
-0.05
0.27
0.04
-0.31
2.28*
0.03
0.16
0.19
-0.29
0.34
-0.35*
-0.42
0.13
149
0.13
0.00
0.24

Step 4
95% Conf. Int.
(-0.90, 4.91)
(-0.04, 0.01)
(-1.17, 1.07)
(-0.95, 1.48)
(-1.33, 1.41)
(-1.33, 0.71)
(0.45, 4.11)
(-0.03, 0.08)
(-0.14, 0.47)
(-0.06, 0.45)
(-0.75, 0.17)
(-0.02, 0.71)
(-0.65, -0.05)
(-1.66, 0.82)
(-0.39, 0.65)

Table 24: Regression table for relationship between relative standing to rival and perceived competence with rival sex inputted as a moderator used to test
Hypothesis 15A
Notes: Unstandardized coefficient weights are reported at each step with the 95% confidence interval reported within parentheses. *p < .05. **p < .01. ***p <
.001.Gender was coded with women as 0 and men as 1. Salary as coded in $10,000 increments beginning with “Under $9,999” coded as1 and ending with “Over
$200,000” coded as 21. Education was coded with “High School graduate” as 1, “Some college” as 2, “2 year degree” as 3, “4 year degree” as 4, “Masters’
degree” as 5, and “Doctorate degree” as 6. Each ethnicity group was coded 0 for not identifying as a member of this group and 1 for identifying as a member of
this group. Unless otherwise stated variables were collected at Time 1.
Dependent Variable: Perceived Competence (Time 2)
Step 1
(Intercept)

B

95% Conf. Int.

2.59***

(1.34, 3.83)

Step 2
B

Step 3

95% Conf. Int.

2.17***

(0.93, 3.41)

B
2.18***

Step 4

95% Conf. Int.

B

95% Conf. Int.

(0.94, 3.43)

2.24***

(0.96, 3.53)

Age
Ethnicity: White
Ethnicity: Asian
Ethnicity: Black
Ethnicity: Latino
Ethnicity: Other
Salary

0.01
-0.06
-0.09
0.09
0.12
-0.29
0.01

(0.00, 0.02)
(-0.52, 0.39)
(-0.56, 0.38)
(-0.48, 0.66)
(-0.34, 0.58)
(-1.16, 0.59)
(-0.01, 0.04)

0.00
-0.03
-0.15
0.20
0.10
-0.39
0.01

(-0.01, 0.01)
(-0.48, 0.41)
(-0.61, 0.31)
(-0.36, 0.77)
(-0.35, 0.54)
(-1.25, 0.47)
(-0.01, 0.03)

0.00
-0.04
-0.16
0.19
0.09
-0.38
0.01

(-0.01, 0.01)
(-0.49, 0.41)
(-0.62, 0.30)
(-0.38, 0.76)
(-0.36, 0.54)
(-1.24, 0.49)
(-0.01, 0.03)

0.00
-0.03
-0.15
0.19
0.08
-0.39
0.01

(-0.01, 0.01)
(-0.48, 0.42)
(-0.62, 0.31)
(-0.38, 0.76)
(-0.38, 0.53)
(-1.27, 0.48)
(-0.01, 0.03)

Education

-0.06

(-0.19, 0.06)

-0.04

(-0.16, 0.08)

-0.04

(-0.16, 0.08)

-0.04

(-0.16, 0.08)

Trait Competitiveness
Positive Affect
Negative Affect
Relative Standing to Rival
Rival Actor Sex

0.08
0.45***
-0.09

(-0.02, 0.18)
(0.27, 0.63)
(-0.24, 0.06)

0.09
(-0.01, 0.19)
0.39*** (0.21, 0.58)
-0.06
(-0.21, 0.08)
0.07**
(0.03, 0.12)

0.09
0.39***
-0.06
0.06*
-0.14
0.02

(-0.01, 0.19)
(0.21, 0.58)
(-0.21, 0.09)
(0.01, 0.12)
(-0.73, 0.46)
(-0.07, 0.11)

0.09
(-0.01, 0.19)
0.39*** (0.21, 0.58)
-0.06
(-0.21, 0.08)
0.07**
(0.03, 0.12)
-0.03
(-0.20, 0.15)

Relative Standing to Rival *
Rival Actor Sex
Observations
Total R2
∆ R2
F

204
0.21

204

204

204

0.24
0.04**

0.25
0.00

0.25
0.00

9.66

0.10

0.14

69

Table 25: Regression table for relationship between relative standing to rival and imposter syndrome with rival sex inputted as a moderator used to test
Hypothesis 15A
Notes: Unstandardized coefficient weights are reported at each step with the 95% confidence interval reported within parentheses. *p < .05. **p < .01. ***p <
.001.Sex was coded with women as 0 and men as 1. Salary as coded in $10,000 increments beginning with “Under $9,999” coded as1 and ending with “Over
$200,000” coded as 21. Education was coded with “High School graduate” as 1, “Some college” as 2, “2 year degree” as 3, “4 year degree” as 4, “Masters’
degree” as 5, and “Doctorate degree” as 6. Each ethnicity group was coded 0 for not identifying as a member of this group and 1 for identifying as a member of
this group. Unless otherwise stated variables were collected at Time 1
Dependent Variable: Imposter Syndrome (Time 2)
Step 1
(Intercept)
Age
Ethnicity: White
Ethnicity: Asian
Ethnicity: Black
Ethnicity: Latino
Ethnicity: Other
Salary
Education
Trait Competitiveness
Positive Affect
Negative Affect
Relative Standing to Rival
Rival Actor Sex

Step 2

B

95% Conf. Int.

2.39**

(0.74, 4.05)

2.65**

(0.96, 4.34)

-0.02**
0.29
0.41
0.27
0.09
0.41
0.02

(-0.03, -0.01)
(-0.31, 0.90)
(-0.21, 1.04)
(-0.49, 1.03)
(-0.52, 0.70)
(-0.75, 1.58)
(-0.01, 0.05)

-0.02**
0.28
0.45
0.20
0.10
0.48
0.02

(-0.03, -0.01)
(-0.33, 0.88)
(-0.18, 1.08)
(-0.57, 0.97)
(-0.51, 0.71)
(-0.69, 1.65)
(-0.01, 0.05)

0.05
0.08
-0.44***
0.47***

(-0.12, 0.21)
(-0.05, 0.22)
(-0.68, -0.19)
(0.28, 0.67)

B

0.03

Step 3

95% Conf. Int.

B

95% Conf. Int.

B

2.68**

(0.98, 4.37)

2.82**

(1.07, 4.57)

-0.02**
0.26
0.43
0.17
0.08
0.51
0.02

(-0.03, -0.01)
(-0.35, 0.87)
(-0.20, 1.06)
(-0.60, 0.95)
(-0.53, 0.70)
(-0.66, 1.69)
(-0.01, 0.05)

-0.02**
0.28
0.45
0.16
0.06
0.47
0.02

(-0.03, -0.01)
(-0.34, 0.89)
(-0.19, 1.08)
(-0.62, 0.94)
(-0.56, 0.68)
(-0.72, 1.66)
(-0.01, 0.05)

(-0.13, 0.20)

0.08
(-0.06, 0.21)
-0.4**
(-0.65, -0.15)
0.46*** (0.26, 0.66)
-0.04
(-0.11, 0.02)

0.03
0.08
-0.39**
0.46***
-0.04
-0.06

Relative Standing to Rival *
Rival Actor Sex
Observations
Total R2
∆ R2
F

204
0.26

204

Step 4

204

(-0.13, 0.20)
(-0.06, 0.21)
(-0.65, -0.14)
(0.26, 0.66)
(-0.11, 0.02)
(-0.30, 0.17)

0.03
0.07
-0.39**
0.46***
-0.06
-0.33
0.04
204

0.27
0.01

0.27
0.00

0.28
0.00

2

0.27

0.45

70

95% Conf. Int.

(-0.14, 0.19)
(-0.06, 0.21)
(-0.65, -0.14)
(0.26, 0.66)
(-0.14, 0.02)
(-1.14, 0.48)
(-0.08, 0.16)

Table 26: Regression table for relationship between relative standing to rival and job turnover intent with rival sex inputted as a moderator used to test
Hypothesis 15A
Notes: Unstandardized coefficient weights are reported at each step with the 95% confidence interval reported within parentheses. *p < .05. **p < .01. ***p <
.001.Sex was coded with women as 0 and men as 1. Salary as coded in $10,000 increments beginning with “Under $9,999” coded as1 and ending with “Over
$200,000” coded as 21. Education was coded with “High School graduate” as 1, “Some college” as 2, “2 year degree” as 3, “4 year degree” as 4, “Masters’
degree” as 5, and “Doctorate degree” as 6. Each ethnicity group was coded 0 for not identifying as a member of this group and 1 for identifying as a member of
this group. Unless otherwise stated variables were collected at Time 1.
Dependent Variable: Job Turnover Intent (Time 3)
B

Step 1
95% Conf. Int.

B

Step 2
95% Conf. Int.

B

Step 3
95% Conf. Int.

B

Step 4
95% Conf. Int.

(Intercept)
Age
Ethnicity: White
Ethnicity: Asian
Ethnicity: Black
Ethnicity: Latino
Ethnicity: Other
Salary
Education

1.80
0.00
-0.30
0.08
-0.44
-0.19
1.97*
0.02
0.07

(-0.91, 4.52)
(-0.02, 0.02)
(-1.38, 0.77)
(-1.10, 1.26)
(-1.77, 0.88)
(-1.17, 0.79)
(0.09, 3.85)
(-0.03, 0.07)
(-0.23, 0.36)

2.16
0.00
-0.35
0.07
-0.55
-0.20
2.05*
0.02
0.06

(-0.65, 4.96)
(-0.02, 0.02)
(-1.43, 0.73)
(-1.11, 1.25)
(-1.89, 0.79)
(-1.18, 0.78)
(0.17, 3.94)
(-0.03, 0.07)
(-0.24, 0.35)

2.31
0.00
-0.42
-0.02
-0.67
-0.28
2.18*
0.02
0.06

(-0.51, 5.13)
(-0.02, 0.02)
(-1.51, 0.67)
(-1.22, 1.17)
(-2.03, 0.69)
(-1.27, 0.71)
(0.28, 4.08)
(-0.03, 0.07)
(-0.23, 0.36)

2.43
0.00
-0.41
-0.02
-0.67
-0.30
2.14*
0.02
0.05

(-0.52, 5.37)
(-0.02, 0.02)
(-1.50, 0.69)
(-1.22, 1.18)
(-2.04, 0.70)
(-1.30, 0.71)
(0.22, 4.06)
(-0.03, 0.07)
(-0.25, 0.35)

Trait Competitiveness
Positive Affect
Negative Affect
Relative Standing to Rival
Rival Actor Sex

0.13
-0.12
0.11

(-0.1, 0.36)
(-0.52, 0.27)
(-0.22, 0.43)

0.12
-0.07
0.07
-0.06

(-0.11, 0.35)
(-0.48, 0.33)
(-0.26, 0.40)
(-0.17, 0.06)

0.12
-0.07
0.07
-0.06
-0.21

(-0.11, 0.35)
(-0.47, 0.34)
(-0.27, 0.40)
(-0.17, 0.05)
(-0.62, 0.20)

0.12
-0.06
0.07
-0.07
-0.43
0.03

(-0.11, 0.35)
(-0.47, 0.34)
(-0.27, 0.40)
(-0.21, 0.07)
(-1.96, 1.11)
(-0.19, 0.25)

Relative Standing to Rival *
Rival Actor Sex
Observations
Total R2
∆ R2
F

179
0.06

179
0.06
0.01

179
0.07
0.01

179
0.07
0.00

0.99

1.02

0.08

71

Table 27: Regression table for relationship between relative standing to rival and STEM turnover intent with rival sex inputted as a moderator used to test
Hypothesis 15A
Notes: Unstandardized coefficient weights are reported at each step with the 95% confidence interval reported within parentheses. *p < .05. **p < .01. ***p <
.001.Sex was coded with women as 0 and men as 1. Salary as coded in $10,000 increments beginning with “Under $9,999” coded as1 and ending with “Over
$200,000” coded as 21. Education was coded with “High School graduate” as 1, “Some college” as 2, “2 year degree” as 3, “4 year degree” as 4, “Masters’
degree” as 5, and “Doctorate degree” as 6. Each ethnicity group was coded 0 for not identifying as a member of this group and 1 for identifying as a member of
this group. Unless otherwise stated variables were collected at Time 1.
Dependent Variable: STEM Turnover Intent (Time 3)
Step 1
B
(Intercept)

95% Conf. Int.

Step 2
B

Step 3

95% Conf. Int.

B

Step 4

95% Conf. Int.

B

95% Conf. Int.

2.13*

(0.15, 4.12)

2.42*

(0.38, 4.46)

2.54*

(0.49, 4.59)

2.56*

(0.42, 4.71)

Age
Ethnicity: White
Ethnicity: Asian
Ethnicity: Black
Ethnicity: Latino
Ethnicity: Other
Salary

0.00
-0.11
0.23
-0.42
0.06
1.93**
0.01

(-0.01, 0.02)
(-0.90, 0.67)
(-0.64, 1.09)
(-1.39, 0.54)
(-0.65, 0.77)
(0.56, 3.30)
(-0.03, 0.04)

0.00
-0.16
0.22
-0.51
0.05
2.00**
0.01

(-0.01, 0.02)
(-0.94, 0.63)
(-0.64, 1.08)
(-1.49, 0.47)
(-0.66, 0.77)
(0.62, 3.37)
(-0.03, 0.04)

0.00
-0.21
0.14
-0.61
-0.01
2.09**
0.01

(-0.01, 0.02)
(-1.00, 0.59)
(-0.73, 1.01)
(-1.60, 0.39)
(-0.73, 0.71)
(0.71, 3.48)
(-0.03, 0.04)

0.00
-0.20
0.15
-0.61
-0.01
2.09**
0.01

(-0.01, 0.02)
(-1.00, 0.59)
(-0.73, 1.02)
(-1.60, 0.39)
(-0.74, 0.72)
(0.69, 3.49)
(-0.03, 0.05)

Education

-0.07

(-0.29, 0.14)

-0.08

(-0.30, 0.13)

-0.08

(-0.29, 0.14)

-0.08

(-0.30, 0.14)

0.02

(-0.14, 0.19)

0.02

(-0.15, 0.18)

0.01

(-0.15, 0.18)

0.01

(-0.15, 0.18)

-0.09
0.04

(-0.37, 0.2)
(-0.19, 0.28)

-0.05
0.02
-0.05

(-0.34, 0.25)
(-0.22, 0.26)
(-0.13, 0.04)

-0.04
0.01
-0.05
-0.16

(-0.34, 0.25)
(-0.23, 0.25)
(-0.13, 0.03)
(-0.46, 0.14)

-0.04
0.01
-0.05
-0.21
0.01

(-0.34, 0.25)
(-0.23, 0.25)
(-0.15, 0.05)
(-1.33, 0.91)
(-0.16, 0.17)

Trait Competitiveness
Positive Affect
Negative Affect
Relative Standing to Rival
Rival Actor Sex
Relative Standing to Rival *
Rival Actor Sex
Observations
2

Total R
∆ R2
F

179
0.06

179

179

179

0.07
0.01

0.08
0.01

0.08
0.00

1.25

1.16

0.01

72

Table 28: Regression table for relationship between relative standing to rival and perceived competence with dyadic gender composition inputted as a moderator
used to test Hypothesis 15B
Notes: Unstandardized coefficient weights are reported at each step with the 95% confidence interval reported within parentheses. *p < .05. **p < .01. ***p <
.001. DyadWW was coded such that women with a woman rivals were coded as 1 and all other dyads were coded as 0. Salary as coded in $10,000 increments
beginning with “Under $9,999” coded as 1 and ending with “Over $200,000” coded as 21. Education was coded with “High School graduate” as 1, “Some
college” as 2, “2 year degree” as 3, “4 year degree” as 4, “Masters’ degree” as 5, and “Doctorate degree” as 6. Each ethnicity group was coded 0 for not
identifying as a member of this group and 1 for identifying as a member of this group. Unless otherwise stated variables were collected at Time 1.
Dependent Variable: Perceived Competence (Time 2)
B
(Intercept)

Step 1
95% Conf. Int.

2.59***

(1.34, 3.83)

B

Step 2
95% Conf. Int.

2.17***

(0.93, 3.41)

B

Step 3
95% Conf. Int.

2.17***

(0.93, 3.42)

B

Step 4
95% Conf. Int.

2.12**

(0.86, 3.37)

Age
Ethnicity: White
Ethnicity: Asian
Ethnicity: Black

0.01
-0.06
-0.09
0.09

(0.00, 0.02)
(-0.52, 0.39)
(-0.56, 0.38)
(-0.48, 0.66)

0.00
-0.03
-0.15
0.20

(-0.01, 0.01)
(-0.48, 0.41)
(-0.61, 0.31)
(-0.36, 0.77)

0.00
-0.04
-0.15
0.20

(-0.01, 0.01)
(-0.49, 0.42)
(-0.62, 0.31)
(-0.38, 0.78)

0.00
-0.03
-0.14
0.18

(-0.01, 0.01)
(-0.49, 0.42)
(-0.61, 0.33)
(-0.40, 0.76)

Ethnicity: Latino

0.12

(-0.34, 0.58)

0.10

(-0.35, 0.54)

0.09

(-0.36, 0.55)

0.07

(-0.38, 0.53)

Ethnicity: Other

-0.29

(-1.16, 0.59)

-0.39

(-1.25, 0.47)

-0.39

(-1.25, 0.47)

-0.41

(-1.28, 0.45)

Salary
Education
Trait Competitiveness
Positive Affect

0.01
-0.06
0.08
0.45***

(-0.01, 0.04)
(-0.19, 0.06)
(-0.02, 0.18)
(0.27, 0.63)

0.01
(-0.01, 0.03)
-0.04
(-0.16, 0.08)
0.09
(-0.01, 0.19)
0.39*** (0.21, 0.58)

0.01
(-0.01, 0.03)
-0.04
(-0.16, 0.09)
0.09
(-0.01, 0.19)
0.39*** (0.21, 0.58)

0.01
-0.04
0.08
0.39***

(-0.01, 0.03)
(-0.16, 0.08)
(-0.02, 0.18)
(0.20, 0.57)

Negative Affect

-0.09

(-0.24, 0.06)

-0.06

-0.06

-0.06

(-0.21, 0.09)

Relative Standing to Rival

0.07**

(-0.21, 0.08)
(0.03, 0.12)

WW-Dyad

0.07**
0.01

Relative Standing to Rival *
WW-Dyad
Observations
2

Total R
∆ R2
F

204
0.21

204

204

(-0.21, 0.08)
(0.03, 0.12)
(-0.17, 0.18)

0.09**
0.22
-0.03
204

0.24
0.04**

0.24
0.00

0.25
0.00

9.68

0.01

0.52

73

(0.03, 0.15)
(-0.38, 0.81)
(-0.12, 0.06)

Table 29: Regression table for relationship between relative standing to rival and imposter syndrome with dyadic gender composition inputted as a moderator
used to test Hypothesis 15B
Notes: Unstandardized coefficient weights are reported at each step with the 95% confidence interval reported within parentheses. *p < .05. **p < .01. ***p <
.001.DyadWW was coded such that women with a woman rivals were coded as 1 and all other dyads were coded as 0. Salary as coded in $10,000 increments
beginning with “Under $9,999” coded as 1 and ending with “Over $200,000” coded as 21. Education was coded with “High School graduate” as 1, “Some
college” as 2, “2 year degree” as 3, “4 year degree” as 4, “Masters’ degree” as 5, and “Doctorate degree” as 6. Each ethnicity group was coded 0 for not
identifying as a member of this group and 1 for identifying as a member of this group. Unless otherwise stated variables were collected at Time 1.
Dependent Variable: Imposter Syndrome (Time 2)

(Intercept)
Age
Ethnicity: White
Ethnicity: Asian
Ethnicity: Black
Ethnicity: Latino
Ethnicity: Other
Salary
Education
Trait Competitiveness
Positive Affect
Negative Affect
Relative Standing to Rival
WW-Dyad
Relative Standing to Rival *
WW-Dyad
Observations
Total R2
∆ R2
F

Step 1
B
95% Conf. Int.
2.39**
(0.74, 4.05)
-0.02**
(-0.03, -0.01)
0.29
(-0.31, 0.90)
0.41
(-0.21, 1.04)
0.27
(-0.49, 1.03)
0.09
(-0.52, 0.70)
0.41
(-0.75, 1.58)
0.02
(-0.01, 0.05)
0.05
(-0.12, 0.21)
0.08
(-0.05, 0.22)
-0.44*** (-0.68, -0.19)
0.47*** (0.28, 0.67)

204
0.26

Step 2
B
95% Conf. Int.
2.65**
(0.96, 4.34)
-0.02** (-0.03, -0.01)
0.28
(-0.33, 0.88)
0.45
(-0.18, 1.08)
0.20
(-0.57, 0.97)
0.10
(-0.51, 0.71)
0.48
(-0.69, 1.65)
0.02
(-0.01, 0.05)
0.03
(-0.13, 0.20)
0.08
(-0.06, 0.21)
-0.40** (-0.65, -0.15)
0.46*** (0.26, 0.66)
-0.04
(-0.11, 0.02)

204
0.27
0.01
2

Step 3
B
95% Conf. Int.
2.65**
(0.96, 4.35)
-0.02** (-0.03, -0.01)
0.22
(-0.40, 0.84)
0.4
(-0.23, 1.04)
0.11
(-0.68, 0.90)
0.05
(-0.57, 0.67)
0.51
(-0.66, 1.69)
0.01
(-0.02, 0.04)
0.04
(-0.13, 0.20)
0.08
(-0.05, 0.22)
-0.41** (-0.66, -0.16)
0.45*** (0.25, 0.65)
-0.05
(-0.11, 0.02)
0.12
(-0.12, 0.35)

204
0.28
0.00
0.92

74

Step 4
B
95% Conf. Int.
2.60**
(0.90, 4.31)
-0.02**
(-0.03, -0.01)
0.22
(-0.39, 0.84)
0.42
(-0.22, 1.06)
0.09
(-0.70, 0.89)
0.03
(-0.59, 0.66)
0.49
(-0.69, 1.67)
0.01
(-0.02, 0.04)
0.03
(-0.13, 0.20)
0.08
(-0.06, 0.21)
-0.41**
(-0.66, -0.16)
0.46***
(0.26, 0.66)
-0.03
(-0.11, 0.05)
0.31
(-0.50, 1.12)
-0.03
(-0.15, 0.09)

204
0.28
0.00
0.24

Table 30: Regression table for relationship between relative standing to rival and STEM turnover intent with dyadic gender composition inputted as a moderator
used to test Hypothesis 15B
Notes: Unstandardized coefficient weights are reported at each step with the 95% confidence interval reported within parentheses. *p < .05. **p < .01. ***p <
.001.DyadWW was coded such that women with a woman rivals were coded as 1 and all other dyads were coded as 0. Salary as coded in $10,000 increments
beginning with “Under $9,999” coded as 1 and ending with “Over $200,000” coded as 21. Education was coded with “High School graduate” as 1, “Some
college” as 2, “2 year degree” as 3, “4 year degree” as 4, “Masters’ degree” as 5, and “Doctorate degree” as 6. Each ethnicity group was coded 0 for not
identifying as a member of this group and 1 for identifying as a member of this group. Unless otherwise stated variables were collected at Time 1.
Dependent Variable: STEM Turnover Intent (Time 3)

(Intercept)
Age
Ethnicity: White
Ethnicity: Asian
Ethnicity: Black
Ethnicity: Latino
Ethnicity: Other
Salary
Education
Trait Competitiveness
Positive Affect
Negative Affect
Relative Standing to Rival
WW-Dyad
Relative Standing to Rival *
WW-Dyad
Observations
Total R2
∆ R2
F

B
2.13*
0.00
-0.11
0.23
-0.42
0.06
1.93**
0.01
-0.07
0.02
-0.09
0.04

179
0.06

Step 1
95% Conf. Int.
(0.15, 4.12)
(-0.01, 0.02)
(-0.90, 0.67)
(-0.64, 1.09)
(-1.39, 0.54)
(-0.65, 0.77)
(0.56, 3.30)
(-0.03, 0.04)
(-0.29, 0.14)
(-0.14, 0.19)
(-0.37, 0.2)
(-0.19, 0.28)

Step 2
B
95% Conf. Int.
2.42*
(0.38, 4.46)
0.00
(-0.01, 0.02)
-0.16
(-0.94, 0.63)
0.22
(-0.64, 1.08)
-0.51
(-1.49, 0.47)
0.05
(-0.66, 0.77)
2.00**
(0.62, 3.37)
0.01
(-0.03, 0.04)
-0.08
(-0.3, 0.13)
0.02
(-0.15, 0.18)
-0.05
(-0.34, 0.25)
0.02
(-0.22, 0.26)
-0.05
(-0.13, 0.04)

179
0.07
0.01
1.29

Step 3
B
95% Conf. Int.
2.5*
(0.49, 4.52)
0.00
(-0.01, 0.02)
-0.39
(-1.19, 0.41)
0.02
(-0.85, 0.88)
-0.82
(-1.82, 0.18)
-0.14
(-0.86, 0.58)
2.12**
(0.76, 3.48)
0.01
(-0.03, 0.04)
-0.06
(-0.27, 0.15)
0.03
(-0.14, 0.19)
-0.07
(-0.37, 0.22)
-0.01
(-0.24, 0.23)
-0.05
(-0.14, 0.03)
0.37*
(0.07, 0.67)

179
0.10
0.03*
5.75
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B
2.57*
0.00
-0.40
0.00
-0.79
-0.11
2.15**
0.01
-0.05
0.03
-0.08
-0.01
-0.07
0.09
0.04
179
0.10
0.00
0.25

Step 4
95% Conf. Int.
(0.53, 4.6)
(-0.01, 0.02)
(-1.20, 0.41)
(-0.87, 0.87)
(-1.80, 0.22)
(-0.84, 0.62)
(0.78, 3.51)
(-0.03, 0.04)
(-0.27, 0.16)
(-0.13, 0.20)
(-0.37, 0.21)
(-0.25, 0.23)
(-0.17, 0.03)
(-1.03, 1.21)
(-0.12, 0.20)

Table 31: Regression table for relationship between relative standing to rival and job turnover intent with dyadic gender composition inputted as a moderator
used to test Hypothesis 15C.
Notes: Unstandardized coefficient weights are reported at each step with the 95% confidence interval reported within parentheses. *p < .05. **p < .01. ***p <
.001.DyadMW was coded such that men with a woman rivals were coded as 1 and all other dyads were coded as 0. Salary as coded in $10,000 increments
beginning with “Under $9,999” coded as 1 and ending with “Over $200,000” coded as 21. Education was coded with “High School graduate” as 1, “Some
college” as 2, “2 year degree” as 3, “4 year degree” as 4, “Masters’ degree” as 5, and “Doctorate degree” as 6. Each ethnicity group was coded 0 for not
identifying as a member of this group and 1 for identifying as a member of this group. Unless otherwise stated variables were collected at Time 1.
Dependent Variable: Job Turnover Intent (Time 3)

(Intercept)
Age
Ethnicity: White
Ethnicity: Asian
Ethnicity: Black
Ethnicity: Latino
Ethnicity: Other
Salary
Education
Trait Competitiveness
Positive Affect
Negative Affect
Relative Standing to Rival
MW-Dyad
Relative Standing to Rival * MWDyad
Observations
Total R2
∆ R2
F

Step 1
B
95% Conf. Int.
1.80
(-0.91, 4.52)
0.00
(-0.02, 0.02)
-0.30
(-1.38, 0.77)
0.08
(-1.10, 1.26)
-0.44
(-1.77, 0.88)
-0.19
(-1.17, 0.79)
1.97*
(0.09, 3.85)
0.02
(-0.03, 0.07)
0.07
(-0.23, 0.36)
0.13
(-0.10, 0.36)
-0.12
(-0.52, 0.27)
0.11
(-0.22, 0.43)

179
0.06

Step 2
B
95% Conf. Int.
2.16
(-0.65, 4.96)
0.00
(-0.02, 0.02)
-0.35
(-1.43, 0.73)
0.07
(-1.11, 1.25)
-0.55
(-1.89, 0.79)
-0.20
(-1.18, 0.78)
2.05*
(0.17, 3.94)
0.02
(-0.03, 0.07)
0.06
(-0.24, 0.35)
0.12
(-0.11, 0.35)
-0.07
(-0.48, 0.33)
0.07
(-0.26, 0.40)
-0.06
(-0.17, 0.06)

179
0.06
0.01
0.99

Step 3
B
95% Conf. Int.
2.21
(-0.61, 5.03)
0.00
(-0.02, 0.02)
-0.39
(-1.48, 0.71)
0.06
(-1.13, 1.24)
-0.58
(-1.93, 0.78)
-0.22
(-1.20, 0.77)
2.03*
(0.13, 3.92)
0.02
(-0.03, 0.07)
0.06
(-0.24, 0.36)
0.13
(-0.10, 0.36)
-0.08
(-0.49, 0.33)
0.07
(-0.26, 0.40)
-0.06
(-0.17, 0.05)
-0.11
(-0.64, 0.43)

179
0.06
0.00
0.15
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Step 4
B
95% Conf. Int.
2.20
(-0.65, 5.05)
0.00
(-0.02, 0.02)
-0.39
(-1.49, 0.72)
0.06
(-1.13, 1.25)
-0.57
(-1.94, 0.80)
-0.21
(-1.20, 0.77)
2.02*
(0.12, 3.92)
0.02
(-0.03, 0.07)
0.06
(-0.24, 0.36)
0.13
(-0.1, 0.36)
-0.08
(-0.5, 0.33)
0.07
(-0.26, 0.4)
-0.06
(-0.18, 0.07)
-0.04
(-1.79, 1.70)
-0.01
(-0.27, 0.25)
179
0.06
0.00
0.01

Figure 2: Distribution of STEM turnover intent at Time 1 across the full sample
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Figure 3: Distribution of perceived competence at Time 1 across the full sample
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CHAPTER FIVE:
DISCUSSION

The current project was intended to examine workplace rivalry and its consequences,
with a specific focus on how this interpersonal relationship effects STEM employees. To
accomplish this, 893 participants (380 of whom reported having a rival) were sampled across
three timepoints. Results support several hypotheses and provide evidence that workplace rivalry
relates to each of the three hypothesized correlates of turnover intent, perceived competence, and
imposter syndrome.
First, I sought to examine the potential negative effects of having a workplace rival.
Past research on this construct has largely framed the relationship as a positive motivating force
due to its relationship to improved performance (ex. Kilduff, 2014) but has not considered
whether the relationship also operates as a stressor that pushes people to desire to leave their
current job as would be suggested by social comparison theory (Festinger, 1954). Results
supported that those with rivals reported significantly greater turnover intentions. While turnover
intentions in and of itself may not be exceedingly costly for organizations, it is worth noting that
intentions are thought to precede behavior as outlined in the theory of planned behavior (Ajzen,
1991). In line with this, turnover intentions has been identified as a proximal predictor of
employee turnover decisions (Podsakoff et al., 2007), which are costly for organizations due to
replacement costs related to lost productivity, recruitment, and training that combine to cost
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organizations up to ~6% of their operating budget annually (Waldman et al., 2004). Accordingly,
turnover intentions are worth examining for organizations as they can help to predict which
employees are more likely to turnover from the organization, and, in turn, saddle their employer
with increased costs that harm the bottom line. However, while there was a relationship between
having a rivalry and turnover intent, it was limited to only job turnover intent and not STEM
turnover intent, which supports that it relates to people intending to leave their jobs but not
intending to leave STEM entirely. Accordingly, identification of individuals who have a rival is a
potentially important predictor for organizations who wish to retain their employees but does not
appear to be a meaningful predictor of whether an individual intends to persist in the STEM
workforce.
Second, I examined whether relative standing to one’s rival predicts turnover intention.
Past research on rivalry has largely examined whether a person has a rival, but, informed by
social comparison theory (Festinger, 1954), the role that relative standing to one’s rival plays in
turnover intent was examined. Results did not support that relative standing was significantly
directly related to job or STEM turnover intent across all participants nor was a significant effect
present when moderated by focal actor gender, rival actor gender, or the dyadic gender makeup
of the rivalry (ex. woman focal actor with a woman rival); notably, the lone exception for
support between relative standing and job turnover intent was a significant indirect effect
through perceived competence, which, while significant, was small in effect size, implying that
the relationship was trivial. Accordingly, results did not support that relative standing was a
meaningful variable for predicting turnover intentions among those with rivals.
Third, I examined whether relative standing to one’s rival was related to occupational
health; specifically, this study sought to examine how psychological wellbeing was related to

80

relative standing using measures of perceived competence and imposter syndrome. Results
supported that greater relative standing, or perceiving oneself as better off than their rival, was
positively related to perceived competence and negatively related to imposter syndrome,
providing evidence that perceiving oneself as worse off than one’s rival is harmful to
psychological wellbeing. Notably, a significant relationship from rivalry status to perceived
competence was not supported by the correlational data; this implies that simply having a rival
does not have a consistent relationship to perceived competence, but that this outcome is affected
by the rivalry via one’s perception of their relative standing to their rival.
Fourth, I examined whether the relationship between relative standing and the two
measures of psychological wellbeing were moderated by focal actor gender, rival actor gender,
and the dyadic gender composition of the rivalry. Results did not support that these relationships
were moderated by any of this demographic or rivalry composition information. Accordingly, it
appears that the harmful relationship between relative standing to perceived competence and
imposter syndrome was consistent across groups, showing that those who perceive themselves as
‘losing’ to their rival have poorer wellbeing outcomes. Accordingly, organizations should
consider providing support to these individuals in order to improve their wellbeing; further, the
relationship between relative standing and perceived competence is especially important for
organizations who wish to retain these employees given the large correlation between perceived
competence and job turnover intentions.
Lastly, the relationship between imposter syndrome and perceived competence to
turnover intent was estimated. While it was hypothesized that imposter syndrome would
positively relate to turnover intent while perceived competence would negatively relate to
turnover intention, the data supported that significant relationships were present in the opposite
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direction for job turnover. While the directions of these relationships were unexpected, they may
have occurred as these measures are both related to self-esteem, which may have given these
individuals the confidence to consider other job opportunities. Given this, organizations should
be aware that STEM employees who are more confident in their roles may be more willing to
leave, which is of interest to employers as this could have implications for retention of highperforming employees. Additionally, these variables were not significantly related to STEM
turnover, which implies that perceptions of one’s ability are not what is driving people out of
STEM fields.
Theoretical Implications
In addition to the statistical significance of the data, the results also provide meaningful
contributions to the current theoretical basis of workplace rivalry. First, the study provides initial
evidence that rivalry may operate as a harmful workplace stressor. Specifically, data supported
that those who were engaged in workplace rivalries reported greater feelings of being an
imposter. Additionally, when individuals perceived themselves as being outperformed by their
rival, they reported lesser feelings of competence and greater feelings of being an imposter.
Given that competence is considered to be one of three psychological needs (Deci & Ryan, 1985,
2002), and that being an imposter is a negative view of oneself, these finding shows that rivalry
can be detrimental to one’s psychological wellbeing if they engage in a rivalry, and even more
detrimental if they are subsequently outperformed by that rival. This potential for rivalry to
operate as a stressor that is harmful to one’s sense of self is worthy of further consideration given
the role that job stress plays in career decisions (Applebaum et al., 2010) and health (Berg et al.,
2006). Accordingly, future studies of workplace stressors may consider inclusion of rivalry as an
interpersonal stressor.
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Second, the study provides an initial estimate of the prevalence of workplace rivalry.
Past research on rivalry has largely been conducted in a lab (ex. Kilduff et al., 2015) or using
methods that especially encouraged those with rivals to participate (Wittorp, 2016). Given this,
the prevalence of rivalry was largely unknown, preventing determination of whether the
experience of having a rival was impacting many working adults or a rare instance experienced
by few. The current study addresses this unknown by sampling those with and without rivals
while avoiding recruitment materials that specifically call for those with rivals to participate.
Indeed, it was found that approximately 40% of individuals have rivals, providing evidence that
the relationship is common and increasing the rationale for future study of this phenomenon.
Further, the relatively frequent existence of these relationships supports that this interpersonal
relationship warrants consideration in future theories or computational models that seek to
address how individuals interact in the workforce. Similarly, social network analyses can be used
to consider this relationship in the workforce as well as what roles this may play in interpersonal
exchanges such as knowledge sharing, organizational citizenship behaviors, or counterproductive work behaviors.
Practical Implications
Aside from the implications for future research and theory, the findings also have the
potential for real-world implementation that can help better the workplace. First, having a rival
as well as one’s relative standing within the rivalry demonstrated relationships to psychological
wellbeing. Specifically, having a rival was related to imposter syndrome, while relative standing
was related to imposter syndrome and perceived competence. Given the new focus on ‘happy,
healthy’ workers in the modern workforce, these findings support that rivalry may hinder the
accomplishment of this goal. Accordingly, organizations that value the mental health and
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happiness of their employees should consider discouraging the feelings of intense competition
between employees that drive rivalries.
Second, having a rival demonstrated a positive relationship to job turnover intent, such
that those with rivals are more willing to leave their current jobs. This provides the first study of
the relationship between rivalry and turnover intent and provides rationale for organizations to
discourage the development of these relationships. This finding is also in line with a report from
Monster.com that stated that 20% (Silverberg, 2018) of voluntary turnover decisions were at
least partially due to the presence of a rival at work, which provides evidence that individuals
with rivals appear to be willing to carry out on this desire to leave their job. Given that
organizations lose ~6% of their yearly income to turnover (Waldman et al., 2004), any research
that identifies predictors of turnover provides potentially useful information that can improve the
bottom line of organizations. Additionally, this finding of a negative outcome of rivalry stands in
meaningful contrast to past framing of rivalry as a positive force that increases performance
(Kilduff, 2014) that the popular press has cited when encouraging such relationships with
headlines directing that one ‘needs’ a rival if one is to be successful (Conniff, 2015; Gueren,
2013).
Third, while a significant relationship between rivalry and job turnover intent was
present, a relationship between rivalry and STEM turnover was not present. This implies that
rivalry is not a reason that individuals are opting to leave STEM entirely. Given the need to
understand why individuals, especially women, are leaving STEM due to the STEM worker
shortage (Carnevale et al., 2013), these findings are noteworthy as organizations who are seeking
to minimize this specific kind of turnover may not need to worry about intense feelings of
competition between their employees. However, future research should retest this hypothesis
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with methods intended to test for a no-effect relationship (ex. Cortina & Folger, 1998) to confirm
that the relationship between rivalry and STEM turnover intent is truly null.
Study Strengths and Limitations
As with any study, both strengths and limitations are present. Regarding strengths, the
study first provides an examination of rivalry through a real-world field sample of working
adults. Specifically, 893 individuals were sampled with 380 reporting having at least one rival.
This provides strong coverage of the construct and ample power to detect true direct effects.
Further, the sample of working adults provides an extension beyond that of controlled lab studies
based on student samples or archival research using niche worker groups such as athletes, which
has been the norm in the current body of research on rivalry. Additionally, the finding that
approximately 40% of participants reported a workplace rivalry indicates it a relationship that is
common among working adults rather than a niche phenomenon that affects few and, thus,
increases the rationale for further study.
Second, I used social comparison theory (Festinger, 1954) to further investigate
popular press claims that rivalry is related to turnover decisions. Specifically, Monster.com
reported that 20% (Silverberg, 2018) of turnover decisions were due to rivalry, but research had
yet to investigate why this relationship may be occurring. This study helps to flesh out that
relationship by demonstrating that intentions to turnover, a theoretically stated casual predictor
of actual turnover, is related to whether one has a rival and is indirectly (with a small effect size)
related to one’s perception of themselves as better or worse than their rival via a relationship to
perceived competence.
Third, rivalry was posited as a workplace stressor that can hinder one’s psychological
wellbeing. This relationship was supported and makes a meaningful contribution to the literature

85

by showing that rivalry has potentially harmful effects that individuals and organizations should
consider along with past popular press claims of the desirability of having a rival due to its
motivating forces (ex. Gueren, 2013). Accordingly, this expands the rivalry literature as well as
the current literature of workplace stressors.
Regarding limitations, the largest is that the study is underpowered for several tests.
Specifically, moderation tests were underpowered compared to the results of the a priori power
analyses, which suggested that ~1,200 people be sampled rather than the samples ranging from
~150 to ~200 participants that were used. Similarly, the mediations were underpowered as the a
priori power analysis suggested ~400 participants be sampled, while only ~150 responses were
recorded across all three timepoints. Given this, the moderation and mediation results are both
rather underpowered, and may have led to false negatives in hypothesis testing.
Second, the data are correlational, thus causal inferences cannot be made with regard to
the causal chain associated with rivalry, turnover intentions, and psychological wellbeing.
Indeed, while it was hypothesized in line with social comparison theory (Festinger, 1954) that
relative standing predicted perceived competence, it is possible that the reverse may also, or
instead, be true. To best determine the order of the causal chain, future research should consider
testing these relationships using experimental or within-person longitudinal designs to address
this weakness.
Third, the sample is approximately 80% White, which is not representative of the
STEM workforce, for which White people account for only 65% of this group (Funk & Parker,
2018). Additionally, the sample overrepresents women with ~66 of the sample identifying as
such, compared to the complete STEM workforce where 41% is made up of women (Funk &
Parker, 2018). Further, over ~80% of the sample identifies as working in psychology or social
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science. Given the expectation that individuals self-select into jobs that appeal to them
(Schneider, 1987), these individuals may meaningfully differ from those who work in hard
sciences, such as chemistry, due to some shared characteristic. Taken together, the sample is
largely made up of white people and women who work in ‘soft sciences’ such as psychology,
and, thus the ability for the data to generalize to the broader STEM workforce is uncertain.
Future Research Directions
Based on the aforementioned strengths and weaknesses, several directions for future
research were identified. First, future research should consider other job and health outcomes
related to rivalry. In this study, both turnover intent and psychological wellbeing were examined
and showed statistically significant relationships to rivalry. Future research should consider
examining how rivalry relates to other outcomes of practical interest such as job satisfaction, job
embeddedness, emotional exhaustion, and physical health.
Second, rivalry is inherently dyadic as it requires a focal actor and a designated rival,
but this study only examines one part of that relationship, the person who perceives themselves
as having a rival. While this person is of practical interest given that 40% of workers reported
having a rival, the person perceived as being a rival may also be impacted by this perception.
Given this, future research should consider using dyadic approaches to study rivalry to account
for each member of the dyad; this would allow for fine-grained analysis of how rivalry relates to
interpersonal behaviors, such as counter-productive work behaviors and organizational
citizenship behaviors directed towards and received from the rival. Additionally, social network
approaches could be used to examine how the impact of rivalry extends to other members of a
workplace. Specifically, other members of the network such as leaders, subordinates and
coworkers could be surveyed to learn how rivalry impacts work teams, groups, departments, or
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even organizations on the whole. For example, the industrial-organizational psychology literature
has long been fascinated with leadership and it may be that managing two individuals who view
one another as rivals presents unique circumstances that hinder one’s managerial performance.
Third, the study examined the potential moderating effect of gender on rivalry and its
outcomes. While this moderator was not statistically significant, future research should consider
examining other potential moderating effects of rivalries. Of specific interest may be race or
constructs related to individual differences, such as agreeableness. In another vein, future
research should consider how organizational factors moderate the relationship between rivalry
and outcomes. Indeed, while individual differences may play a moderating role that impacts the
experience of rivalry for different groups, individual differences are often static and, thus, cannot
be manipulated to help individuals who are presently engaged in a rivalry. By comparison,
organization factors are malleable, and, thus, may be a fertile ground in which interventions that
aim to minimize the detrimental effects that can be grown if culture does, in fact, moderate the
relationship between rivalry and outcomes. Given that rivalry has shown an ability to impact
psychological wellbeing, interventions are desirable in this realm, and some organizational
factors that future researchers may consider for inclusion as potential moderators are masculinity
contest culture and organizational diversity.
Fourth, the current project demonstrated that relationships were present from rivalry to
psychological wellbeing and turnover intent using between-person methods. In order to ascertain
how rivalry behaves over time, within-person analyses of these relationships could be conducted
over longer periods of time, such as a year. Using these kinds of methods would provide
information on how ebbs and flows in perceived relative standing to one’s relate to outcomes
over time and provide increased insight into the aforementioned relationships. Similarly,
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objective measures of health, such as heart rate, could be measured to provide greater evidence
of the health effects of these relationships.
Fifth, the current project only looked at two aspects of rivalry relationships, the status
of having a rival and the relative standing to a rival. However, other factors of the rivalry were
left unstudied. For instance, participants vary in their count of the number of current rivals.
Future research could examine whether the number of rivals that one has is related to outcomes.
Additionally, rivalries may differ in their intensity, such that some rivalries are fierce while
others are milder. Much like relative standing relates to outcomes among those with rivals,
rivalry intensity may also play a role in outcomes related to work behaviors, career outcomes,
and overall health and warrants future study.
Conclusion
The aim of this project was to examine how workplace rivalry relates to psychological
wellbeing and career outcomes. To this end, relationships were analyzed from rivalry status and
relative standing compared to one’s rival to perceived competence, imposter syndrome, and job
and STEM turnover intent. Results revealed that rivalry status was positively related to job
turnover intent and imposter syndrome. Additionally, relative standing was related to imposter
syndrome and perceived competence. Lastly, responses showed that 40% of respondents
reported having at least one rival. Overall, results support that rivalries are common at work and
that aspects of workplace rivalry predict both career and psychological wellbeing outcomes.
Given these findings, further research on workplace rivalry should be considered.
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Appendix A: Survey Items
Rival Status.
A rivalry is defined as “A relationship in which subjective competitions and/or social
comparisons with a particular person are more important to you than those with other people."

Based on this definition, how many individuals do you currently consider to be a workplace
rival? In other words, how many current workplace rivalries do you have? (0:>30)

Relative Standing Compared to Rival.
In the next section you will be asked to rate yourself relative to your rival on several points of
comparison.

For example:
Short

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11

Tall

For this scale, if you put a mark at 3 this means you see yourself as shorter than your rival; if you
put a mark at 6 (middle) this means you view yourself as neither shorter nor taller; and if you put
a mark 9 this means that you see yourself somewhat taller than your rival.

Using the below points of comparison, please mark the point that best describes the way in
which you view your relative standing compared to your most intense rival.

Of lesser standing

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11
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Of greater standing

Losing

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11

Winning

Better off

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11

Worse off

Less talented

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11

More talented

Less successful

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11

More successful

5-point Likert scale ranging from “Strongly disagree” to “Strongly agree” will be used for the
below scales unless otherwise noted. RS denotes an item that will be reverse scored.

Perceived Competence (Van den Broeck et al., 2010).
Please rate how strongly you agree with the following items related to how you feel at work
1. I really master my tasks at my job.
2. I feel competent at my job.
3. I am good at the things I do in my job.
4. I have the feeling that I can even accomplish the most difficult tasks at work.

Turnover Intent
Please rate how strongly you agree with the following items related to your current turnover
intentions.
Job turnover intent (Bozeman & Perrewe, 2001).
1. I will probably look for a new job in the near future.
2. At the present time, I am actively searching for another job in a different organization.
3. I do not intend to quit my job. (RS)
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4. It is unlikely that I will actively look for a different organization to work for in the next
year. (RS)
5. I am not thinking about quitting my job at the present time. (RS)
STEM Turnover Intent (Adapted from Bozeman & Perrewe, 2001).
1. I will probably look for a new job that is outside of STEM in the near future.
2. At the present time, I am actively searching for another job that is outside of STEM.
3. I do not intend to leave the STEM workforce. (RS)
4. It is unlikely that I will actively look for a non-STEM job to work in in the next year.
(RS)
5. I am not thinking about leaving the STEM workforce at the present time. (RS)
Imposter Syndrome (Leary et al., 2000).
Read each of the following statements carefully and indicate how characteristic it is of you.
1. Sometimes I am afraid I will be discovered for who I really am
2. I tend to feel like a phony
3. I’m afraid people important to me may find out that I’m not as capable as they think I am
4. In some situations, I feel like an imposter
5. Sometimes I’m afraid others will discover how much knowledge or ability I really lack
6. In some situations, I feel like a “great pretender;” that is, I’m not as genuine as others
think I am
7. In some situations, I feel like an imposter
Positive and Negative Affect (Thompson, 2007)
Thinking about yourself and how you normally feel, to what extent do you generally feel:
(A five point Likert scale ranging from “Never” to “Always” will be used for these items)

108

[Additional note: Items labeled with a (P) are for positive affect and items labeled with an (N)
are for negative affect]
1. Upset (N)
2. Hostile (N)
3. Alert. (P)
4. Ashamed (N)
5. Inspired (P)
6. Nervous (N)
7. Determined (P)
8. Attentive (P)
9. Afraid (N)
10. Active (P)
Trait Competitiveness (Helmreich & Spence, 1978)
Please rate well much you agree with the following statements:
1. I enjoy working in situations involving competition with others.
2. It is important to me to perform better than others on a task.
3. I feel that winning is important in both work and games.
4. It annoys me when other people perform better than I do.
5. I try harder when I’m in competition with other people.
Rival Demographics
Please describe your rival from a demographic standpoint to the best of your ability.
1. What is your rival’s gender? (Man; Woman; Gender variant/Nonconforming; Not
Listed___)
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2. What is your rival’s age in years? (18: >80)
3. What is your rival’s ethnicity? (African-American, Black, or Afro-Caribbean;
Asian/Pacific Islander; White or Caucasian; Hispanic or Latino; Other (please specify))
4. How long have you worked with your rival?
a. Number of years (0: More than 25 years)
b. Number of months (0:11)
5. How long have you considered this person your rival?
a. Number of years (0: More than 25 years)
b. Number of months (0:11)
Participant Demographics
1. What is your gender? (Man; Woman; Gender variant/Nonconforming; Not Listed _____)
2. What is your age in years? (18: >80)
3. What is your ethnicity? (African-American, Black, or Afro-Caribbean; Asian/Pacific
Islander; White or Caucasian; Hispanic or Latino; Other (please specify))
4. What is the highest level of education that you have completed? (Less than high school;
High school graduate; Some college; 2 year degree; 4 year degree; Masters degree;
Doctorate degree)
5. How much total work experience do you have?
a. Number of years (0: More than 25 years)
b. Number of months (0:11)
6. How long have you worked for the current organization?
a. Number of years (0: More than 25 years)
b. Number of months (0:11)
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Appendix B: Visual Representation of Hypothesis 9:
5
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Figure 1A: Visual representation of Hypothesis 9, which states focal actor gender moderates the
relationship of relative standing to one’s rival and perceived competence such that the
relationship is stronger for women than men

111

Appendix C: Visual Representation of Hypothesis 10:
5

Imposter Syndrome

4.5
4
3.5
3
2.5
2
1.5
1
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

Relative Standing
Man

Woman

Figure 2A: Visual representation of Hypothesis 10, which states focal actor gender moderates
the relationship of relative standing to one’s rival and imposter syndrome such that the
relationship is stronger for women than men.

112

STE Workforce Turnover Intent

Appendix D: Visual Representation of Hypothesis 11:
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Figure 3A: Visual representation of Hypothesis 11, which states lesser relative standing to one’s
rival positively relates to STEM workforce turnover intent among those with a rival, and this
relationship is moderated by focal actor gender such that women display stronger relationships
than men.
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Appendix E: Visual Representation of Hypothesis 12:
5
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Figure 4A: Visual representation of Hypothesis 12, which states , lesser relative standing to
one’s rival positively relates to job turnover intent among those with a rival, and this relationship
is moderated by focal actor gender such that men display stronger relationships than women.
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Appendix F: Visual Representation of Hypothesis 13:
5
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Figure 5A: Visual representation of Hypothesis 13, which states perceived competence is
negatively related to job turnover intent among those with a rival, and this relationship is
moderated by focal actor gender such that men display stronger relationships than women.
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Appendix G: Visual Representation of Hypothesis 14.
5
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Figure 6A: Visual representation of Hypothesis 14, , imposter syndrome is positively related to
job turnover intent among those with a rival, and this relationship is moderated by focal actor
gender such that men display stronger relationships than women.

116

Appendix H: Visual Representation of Hypotheses 15.A, 15.B, and 15.C:
5
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Figure 7A: Visual representation of Hypothesis 15.B: Of the four gender dyads (man v. man,
man v. woman, woman v. woman, woman v. man), women who report a lesser relative standing
to a woman rival will demonstrate the strongest relationships between relative standing to one’s
rival and imposter syndrome, perceived competence, and STEM field turnover intent.
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Imposter syndrome
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Figure 8A: Visual representation of Hypothesis 15.B: Of the four gender dyads (man v. man,
man v. woman, woman v. woman, woman v. man), women who report a lesser relative standing
to a woman rival will demonstrate the strongest relationships between relative standing to one’s
rival and imposter syndrome, perceived competence, and STEM field turnover intent.
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5

STEM fieldturnover intent
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Figure 9A: Visual representation of Hypothesis 15.B: Of the four gender dyads (man v. man,
man v. woman, woman v. woman, woman v. man), women who report a lesser relative standing
to a woman rival will demonstrate the strongest relationships between relative standing to one’s
rival and imposter syndrome, perceived competence, and STEM field turnover intent.
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Job fieldturnover intent
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Figure 10A: Visual representation of Hypothesis 15.C: Of the four gender dyads, men who
report a lesser relative standing to a woman rival will demonstrate the strongest relationship
between perceived lesser standing relative to one’s rival to job turnover intent.
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Appendix I: Power Analysis for Independent Mean Comparisons of Rivalry & No-Rivalry
Groups
Table 1A: Power analysis for independent mean comparisons of rivalry and no-rivalry groups

Effect Size
.1
.1
.1
.2
.2
.2
.3
.3
.3

Power to
Detect
.7
.8
.9
.7
.8
.9
.7
.8
.9

Required
Total N

N of those
with Rivals

2472
3154
4206
620
788
1054
278
352
470

1236
1577
2103
310
394
527
139
176
235

Notes: N reflects the number of participants needed
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N of those
Without
Rivals
1236
1577
2103
310
394
527
139
176
235

Appendix J: Power Analyses for Mediated Hypothesized Relationships without Moderation
Table 2A: Power analysis for mediated hypothesized relationships absent moderation

Simulated
Values

M1
Indirect
.20*.24

M2
Indirect
.20*.32

-

.69

-

.80

-

-

.91

-

.92

-

.90

-

-

.71

.95

.98

-

.96

-

-

.90

.99

.94

.94

.85

.83

1.0

.64

.62

.92

.98

.97

.98

.95

.95

1.0

.86

.84

.98

.99

1.0

1.0

.98

.96

1.0

.94

.94

1.00

Y~X

M1~X

M2~X

.20

.20

.20

.96

.81

-

.98

-

.99

.94

-

1.00

Single
300
Mediation
400
for M2

.83

-

.94

.91

-

300

.92

Model
N
Single
200
Mediation
300
for M1

Parallel
400
Mediation
500

Y~M1

Y~M2

M1~M2

-.24
.32
-.46
Power to Detect Statistical Significance

Notes: Y = Turnover Intent, X = Rivalry Standing, M1 = Perceived Competence, M2 = Imposter Syndrome
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Total

Appendix K: Power Analyses for Direct Hypothesized Relationships with Gender as a
Moderator
Table 3A: Power analysis for direct hypothesized relationships with gender as a moderator

Simulated
Value
N = 500
N = 1000
N = 2000
N = 2500
N = 3000
Simulated
Value
N = 1200
N = 1350
N = 1500
N = 2000
N = 2500

Job Turnover Intent ~ Relative
Standing

Job Turnover Intent ~ Gender

Job Turnover Intent ~
Gender * Relative
Standing

.15

.00

.10

.67
.93
1.0
1.0
1.0

.07
.04
.05
.06
.06

.22
.37
.65
.74
.79

.13

.00

.15

.90
.93
.95
.98
1.0

.06
.05
.06
.05
.06

.76
.80
.86
.94
.97

Notes: N reflects the number of participants needed
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Appendix L: Power Analyses for Direct Hypothesized Relationships with Gender Composition as a Moderator
Table 4A: Power analysis for direct hypothesized relationships with gender composition as a moderator

Simulated
Values
N = 1500
N = 2000
N = 2500

Job Turnover Intent ~
Relative Standing

Job Turnover Intent ~
(WW Dyad) *
Relative Standing

Job Turnover Intent ~
MW Dyad *
Relative Standing

Job Turnover Intent ~
WM Dyad *
Relative Standing

.12

.16

.12

.08

.66
.78
.85

.61
.73
.81

.37
.50
.61

.10
.11
.12

Notes: N reflects the number of participants needed. WW Dyad = woman focal actor with woman rival; MW Dyad = male focal actor with woman rival; WM
Dyad = woman focal actor with male rival. The regression weights of ‘Job Turnover Intent’ onto the individual gender dyads were set at 0 for all dyads. The
male focal actor with male rival dyad was used as a reference group and, thus, the regression weight between Job Turnover Intent and Relative Standing was 0.
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Appendix M: IRB Approval Letter

12/19/2018
Joseph Regina
Psychology
14408 Audubon Trace
Tampa, FL 33613
RE:
IRB#:
Title:

Expedited Approval for Initial Review
Pro00038334
Lived Experience of Workplace Rivalry

Study Approval Period: 12/18/2018 to 12/18/2019
Dear J. Regina:
On 12/18/2018, the Institutional Review Board (IRB) reviewed and APPROVED the above
application and all documents contained within, including those outlined below.
Approved Item(s):
Protocol Document(s):
Lived Experience of Workplace Rivalry - Protocol V1
Consent/Assent Document(s)*:
Lived Experience of Rivalry - Interview Consent V1 .docx.pdf
Lived Experience of Rivalry Online Survey Consent V1.docx**
*Please use only the official IRB stamped informed consent/assent document(s) found under the
"Attachments" tab. Please note, these consent/assent documents are valid until the consent
document is amended and approved. **Online survey coversheets are not stamped.
It was the determination of the IRB that your study qualified for expedited review which
includes activities that (1) present no more than minimal risk to human subjects, and (2) involve
only procedures listed in one or more of the categories outlined below. The IRB may review
research through the expedited review procedure authorized by 45CFR46.110 and 21 CFR
56.110. The research proposed in this study is categorized under the following expedited review
category:
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